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ill English was recovered from one oil; the ta,(ale drawers be^EJ 
name "Ashutosh Lahiry ;? ? General Secreatry, All India Hindu Ma! 
sabha. It was the statement of that person in regard to the fast 
Mahatma Gandhi. In that statement, Lahiry denied that they coul 
ever be a party to the implementation of the 7-point programme pyj 
forward by Mahatma Gandhi, and that they were opposed to the. 
basic policy of Mahatma Gandhi and his followers in regard to the 
treatment meted out to Muslim minorities in India. It added thai 
having regard to what was happening in Sind and the cold-blooded 
massacre of 2000 refugees at the Gujrat (Punjab) Railway Station 
and numerous instances of what the League leaders had been saying 
it was a "most disastrous policy" for the leaders of Indian Govern 
ment to give effect to the 7-point programme of Gandhiji. 

23.19 From this recovery the police suspected a Hindu Mahal 
sabha connection with the bomb throwing. 

23.20 After that the diary contains the statements of Ramchandal 
and Pacheco. 

23.21 The police then went to the Hindu Mahasaba Bhawan. It 
was adjacent to Birla Mandir. Room No.. 3 was searched but nothing 
incriminating was found. And nothing further was done because it 
was mid-night. 



23.22 The entry at 12 mid-night is that the investigation was 1 
going on under the supervision of superior officers. 

23.23 The diary was closed. But it appears it was sent to the 
S. P. on the 24th January, 1948. 

23.24 Sub-Inspector Behari Lai had been, sent to search for car 
No. DLH 9435. The traffic staff had also been alerted in order to 
arrest the culprits. It was at this state that the police also added 
sections 307 and 120B I.P.C. to the list of offences. It mentions that 
under the orders of the superior officers, further interrogation of 
Madanlal would be conducted by officers of the C.I.D. 

23.25 The diary then contains the statements of the various wit- 
nesses who were examined on that night, including those who saw 
the bomb being exploded and took part in the arrest of Madanlal 
and the search of his person. 

23.26 A significant statement is that of Chhotu Ram who was 
one of the servants of Birla House, He disclosed, among other things, 
that Madanlal along with 3 others got down from a car One of them 
had light black complexion, lean body, long beard and moustache, 
height about 5'~4" the second had a wheatish complexion, the third 
also had a. wheatish complexion, small eyes, heigh about 5'-6". They 
surveyed the prayer ground and returned later at about 5.00 P.M. 
One of them wearing a Gandhi cap approached the witness and 
said to him that he wanted to photograph the Mahatma from the 
trellis (jali) work of the quarter (near ventilator of my quarter) 
but the witness hesitated as his family was inside. The young man 
fried his level best to persuade him and even offered him Rs. 20/-. 
as a temptation. He then asked the man to- show his camera and 
also told him -that he could take the photograph from the front side, 
i.e., in the- prayer meeting itself. The man got confused and went 
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,. ,*„■„ Wo. 2- January and teste ^^f, 

MM The second diary is °> Lr dha Singh. ThM > <n» J to 

"■is " 4 b L l"S C u°ed D h?V «5S WSS « * *»* 
iXTanfMSaSS and a*^ «? V %**£ & 

-u^nti^h colour, tmn w^xy 

Rector DgfJ-f append that <*££*£■ a^fbus; and the 
number of ^f^ier given was that 
rS^^thenheent.aced. 

Case-Diary No. 2-A^ f fesp ect*r .Dayal ^ 

23.29 The next ,^^10.30 P.M. It ^^ cc Sed and the 
dated 21* ^ a 7 01 b Su?th e compamons ot ^a ^ 

had been asked toi d« ec0ve red at \ n ^^. tra t e , New Delhi, 

remaining, property must be ^ Special Magistjx^ ^ 

abused who was produced b ^ M^J for contrachc- 






Cdse Diar, No. 2-B- P^iomS At nS- 

23.30 The other f^&^ports to be ^SSofBaltosban 
jaswant Singh.No^-B and P^^ Smg^^nsve^v^. 
dav the entry is that ne \ ir to Bombay »i Nagarvala, 

| Y CXD. were ordered to go ^ ld ^ a ct ^ facts g and he 

Thev had been o ^ed x h e and gwe hmwll ™ . f ^ 

Deputy Commissioner J J nce ^ e, e ^mcted ^ to th 

would give his *«% * ss „ a to contact Mr. Guitu assis tance ol 

necessary to go to Poona o they could ge tt^ them „ Thl s 

Deputy Inspector Genem v special officer * ne &nd 

Mr Nagarvala "w^o will sen Bom bay _by * 5^'f National 
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Case Diary No, 3~ 

^WSTaiS 1 ^ af/p* M **# -" d '< — ^gin 

&fngh. At 10 A.M. the St is tw i by I ? lstrict Rector Dav.,1 

officer interrogated Madanlal But hi Ins * ect °r Jai Dayal and thi 

meats. Whatever he had stated h^ k &S gmn S contradictory state' 

Superintendent. The acclsSlonfessed^M ^f^Jo the L£u v 

to point out "about himself and +k s fiUllt and; wa « prepared 

^ P4 % aciwed wSK&T* 11 ? ° n the s P ot " Al 

full account of his entry into Birk Hon, H °T At 2 " 30 PM ^ gave 

Which, he and his .conipaSons rffl& U Sff tedottttte ^'S 

|tngh pointed out that the accused w?J Sub-Inspector Dasondha. 

regarding himself. The accused was th JT? g meorre ct statements 

he was advised t0 sta ^ «J « th en taken to Civil Lines and 

statements". IdCXh and n °t "indulge in incorrect 

Case Diary No. .3- A— 

% ^^P^^^ n ^^V^J» the case diarv. 
from Bombay. This begins on I 2nt Jd r WEml ^ngh purporting to be 
at 8 P.M. It states that at 9 10 am the?, 11 ^ at 8 AM. .^d § closes 
at his house. "He said tha t he had a lrS t ^ met Mr " Na g*rvala 
tacts of this case and that he had »K?J if'J a PP' rised »f the full 
authorities of Delhi on nhonr ai ?J ft, , t d ? had a talk with higher 
of the C.I.D. at ^Ste^rH^ha^ fcf P ° Sted Spedal ^ 
tor the tracing of the allK 'uSet? »^ ^J 1 * ^ a ™^ments 
railway station...., » Mr lE™E ? and had posted men on the 
want them to stay where £%^^£&?*™ that he did no? 
their arrival to be known to other* 3^ ^T he did not want 

ed with full facts of the case * md n v , agam a ^naint- 
incorporates a precis of Mad nt'il ? ngllsh note > which 
note of Superintendent of Poiw, w sta ^ e ™ 6nt with the 
was handed over to Mr N^^Z^X at its fo °t 
note carefully and kept it f e re fum?i b who J eM *fc 
covering this case, which is attaehtn w a T ltten note 
also acquainted withfrtwo^t^T' 1 ** Sahib was 
, brought to his notice tha Sffl Krakree, It was also 
that he did not .know the name ftS M* CCUSe ^ 4 had sta ted 
said. that he was Editor of Hindu R f, s °<?«*tes but had 
Newspaper, who was °j Cffe^^' * Agrani 
34, height 5'-6". It is D ot know f ,VT ple ? ,0n ' a ^ ed 33/ 
longs to Bombay 0t 'pooL St rH r u' his Editor b* 
acquainted with' the daSfpff of T %?'' h& Was als « 
rattas and Maharaj wSo accordinl ttW^ ° the J Mah " 
his companions. Special stretv ™ § ! -3. the ' accu sed were 
apprehension of S? Editor of L'l °t^ e Immediate 
Newspaper, and Krakree of AhSdNa^?^' ° r AgTani 
was specially, made ,bv the accused i „ g iv Wh .° se ^^ion 
that they may be inteTvntf+Jj n 7 m hls statement- so 
men lai jave)'' mteil0 ^ ted - $ta ke un se daryaft ana 
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The relevant portion of this diary in the original Urdu is as fol- 

.1 t > \V $ I I 

|V ^ JcL * ^^u a| 3 >£ f — - ^i ^-^ :; ^>'*- f^:'; ^ ' St 5 ** 

, ■, i «*.» yJ w-^u S. P. ^-'^^ ^ ^ tri 

u ^ v u^ - 4 C ) J c! 5 ws^ »f ^ . ";■ •• . •• . 

^ ^t^ r i ^> u>. . 

The point to be noted in regard to this diary, ^J-fogf gK 

Karkare of Ahmednagar. 

, r « At 11 30 \M the entrv is that Mr. Nagarvala had said that 

sr.t.K™.£-. 5; saawa - ~» •— 
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c!t n, feooalndth^H l,,A !r d, ^« vv,ll as to the DIG 
Member, B^^^^J^^^J&^^ 

Inspector Kargaonto^anl^fM^ the J rea ^ed the house of 
the C.I.D. office and he Inspector C?n ^ ? that the y we »t t« 
were not needed and could £ f back tn ?fc ^ mb ^< * a ¥l that thev 
staymg and should await orders there <T ? Where th f* were 

othefoffict^that^heytad tecld^h^ b f ^ host and two 
posted and he was confident tha??L k ? pects and men had been 
my. But regarding Sr^L' 11 W ; h S e " latte / wiU e «d succes ' 
was coming fro m AnmXgar, and all ^m^T^ ° f P « lice 
lull addresses of Karkare and of +£1 iLI ettm l formation of the 
ffmck flashtm/a a report a £o ut thS SSST *£ r^™ <* th " 
diary closes at 8 P.1VL at which time the + * ^ be „ sent - Thi > 
sleep-. Shah bash" really retired C the night * ' Wt ° ff t0 

23.36 Along with this dmr ik 
Purpose of identification ' the ComSinn I doCum f Ilt I which for the 
ongmal of which is Ex 5-A LTS ? a f marked as Ex - 5- the 
has been put in the chapter Ex %f°n \u° Py of the <*Went 
of one page and is written on bot Tstie^P * hls , d ° CUment «**ists 
writing of Sub-Inspector Ram Chand Rh^uf/ °V* 1S in the han <*- 
retired as Superintendent of PoHce &H ' ^-?f S Na 42 ' whf > 
. hand-writing of -Superintendent Amar Na?h V£ th oV rest ' is in the 
bottom of right hand corner at the b,S t ? hat,a - There is at the 
astong of 11 words written one under the ,*fe P a 8' ea writing con- 
enclosed in red pencil mark The portion L «" ' Whlch have be ^ 
at the back fa in the hand wHh^ r o pto we went in a tonra" 
rest, from A to Adt ttTSXl? 1 "^^ Bhatia and the 
Nath Bhatia. It is a document whS? « g ° f Su F erin tendent Ama 
a great deal of controversy as to when % Very CT ™ tic and there is 
compiled and. whether it was takln To Li ^W wh y « was 
officers or not, or was something ^ else taken hv t^ V SV*" Poliee 
As this is a matter which requires ™ „ V, he Pohce offi <*rs. 
ment of various witnesses SSid^thrtJ? 5° "^ the state ~ 
Agu-ji at length at . later placed ^^g~* **J* 

Diary No t 4 of 234-48— 

^S&$1& dated Januarv 23 

accused was interrogated iBef^i^^J * ! tated that " th * 
said that in fact he had made ^ ?™ * disclose true facts. "He 
was prepared, to depose ffie truth ffiw* st T a t ement but now he 
statement". While the statement «m w ° re l ^ to record ; his 
Chand Advocate.. n%tototote^^ t ^ Tded > F ehta P ™ 
directed, by the Police to seet J^ a • • the accu sed and he was 

of Police; V entry oi^%M S^T^ ^ Su ^t£LfiS 

fiy*r is up to this time the statement 
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y the accused was recorded". As it was late the recording was 
evidently stopped and the, accused was sent back to the lock-up. 

Diary No, 4-A of 23-1-48— 

23 38 The same day diary 4-A is by Sub-Inspector Dasondha 
Singh It begins at 11 A.M. and deals with the investigation at the 
Wiarina Hotel. Kaliram, a bearer of the Hotel who was in charge 
of Room No. 40, was examined, by the Police. He stated that two 
persons who were Mahrattas and spoke Marathi and knew little" 
Hindustani, had on January 17, 1948 given clothes for washing to 
the "d'hobi* which were a white shirt, a Jawahar-cut waistcoat and 
a towel which bore the mark 'NVG\ the other clothes had no mark- 
ings The receptionist Ram Chander disclosed as to who carried their 
lu^eaffe when they left. There is no indication of any importance 
being attached to "the discovery of 'N.V.G.' or any use having been 
made of it, 

23 39 The next important entry is at 3 P.M. and it mentions that 
Inspector Daval Singh was busy interrogating the accused m Civil 
Lines Police-station and also that Kali Ram bearer was being 
secretly watched as a result of the instructions given by Deputy 
Superintendent Kartar Singh. The statement of Kali Ram recorded 
by the Police contains a description of the two Mahrattas, who were 
living in. Room No. 40 of the hotel. 

Case Diary No. 4-B of 23-1-48 from Bombay— 

23.40 Case Diary No. 4~R is by Deputy Superintendent- Jaswant 
Singh purporting to be from Bombay. It is marked as Ex, 39. It 
begins at 10 A.M. of the 23rd January, 1948. It shows that Mr. Nagar- 
vala gave Jaswant Singh a list of passengers who travelled from 
Bombay to Delhi between January 13 and 20- but Jaswant Singh did 
> not find anything useful in that list. The entry of 12 noon is that 
Inspector Kargaonkar had informed them that a Police Inspector 
from Ahmednagar had come and had contacted Mr. Nagarvala and 
that "Kirkree was not present in Ahmednagar \ But the C.l.D. had 
been instructed to search for the Editor. 

23 41 The next entry is that inquiries were made about Kirkree 
(Karkare) from Inspector, C.LD., Bombay, and he was requested 
to inform them about the suspects who were responsible for the 
occurrence. The Inspector had disclosed to Deputy Superintendent 
Jaswant Singh that the real name of Karkree was V. R Karkra 
and he was the owner of the Deccan Guest House, Ahmednagar and 
was a zealous worker of the Hindu IVIahasabha; and his co-workers 
were Badge of Poona, Avtar Singh of Amritsar, Talwar of Karachi, 
Balrai Mehta of Lahore, who also were Hindu Mahasabha workers, 
The entry at 12.30 P.M. is that Mr. Nagarvala had returned to the 
office and said that he was trying to arrest the suspects and he also 
said to the Delhi officers that they were not needed and whenever 
he would need them he wxmld send for them. "And ordered m plain 



of the editor of the ^SSS 'or ^T%° f ^ arkra and the ****<* 
(A/am zad fto gawa hat) If anorphi ? * os,l W had been traced 
under special £ rd He consented S; J ^ w be sent to Delhi 
to Delhi if we elicit fnyth^J us? fl ' ' t &* n tvf aid tHat 0n our retum 
will be informed" anytiim S uselul from the accused Madanlal he 

tion'f-oL^ltthe SlLTp^LffitS S ° me V ? ry S T lficant — 
was the owner of th Deccar , VS it™" 6 ^^"^ that Karkare 
were mentioned and I Mr SaS?? ^Tf' f T\ °f his associates 
return to Delhi- and that thS Zfl r dlie ^ d these officers to 
Madanlal had named KarkSfanri T^^ ^ Na garvala that 
•iiffrant' or the 'Ku S£ J tf s &d - menfa oned the editor of the 

of the. editor of ^SuKift ? ^T^ra™ f t^TT 
commissioner. digram to the Deputy 

and^fSn^e'S rea^tl tL^X^ °i ^ ^™ St ^ 
give quite a different IK « u t A and Ex -'5-A it will 
from what Mi ? Kotwal haTbSn P t -vS,^?- * ^ ^ differem 

a correct representation of fact s ' 8 ^^ P rovided they are 

Case Diary No. 5 of 24-1-1948— 

Singh whilh begins S^Va'm^ t°' § wrltten b * ******* Dayal 
At 19,00 AM' fhe ffiterro^n o/mT "^f and Cl ° Ses at 9 ' 30 ™. 
Inspector Dayal ^h^^^Ttav^AWn/" co ™^ nced by 
that Inspector Jai Dayaf was sent tetlV?v?° T? n the ei ^ wa « 
of Madanlal, and that ffisSrf f n™ B i «• u he sta , tetneia t'> evidently 
gation. He revived I £ O^Rlri? Bgh ^ ted the interr °~ 
Delhi, allowing Mehte Puran Ch»S Superintendent of Police, New 
allowed and after the 'InSvlew ^was nni^hed^T^ Madanlal - It was 
lal/s statement was c»X^hia^^^ 9 ^^ : ^d«h- 
gken by Inspector Jai Dayal to the T^S^J^^ 

Case Diary 5-A of 244-48— 

and one of them Dr Aha&ia %tS ^f^ al ? ¥ were searched 
January 17 at aboS "lUO Tk^wnen^ S^ ^ ° n 
company with his friend* in ronn^tinn \,,*?£ ■ hom Bombay in 
was staying at a hotel nea ■ Xhn S ftf™ business and he 
Madanlal's father was Alfred & ff t»S ° ja aso . stated that 

time of partition. ^thi^.& ^the 
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23.46 The next entry shows that after 1 P.M. Inspector Tartar 
Singh and Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh went to the Shard Hotel 
and there found out that three persons had arrived on January 1/ at 
about 2 P.M. and entered their names in the hotel register. They 
were B M. Bias, Madanlal, Angachar, shown as Hindu Businessmen 
from Bombav— Buleshwar. The register also showed their departure 
for Bombay The. servants of the hotel .gave descriptions of these 
three guests'and also that they had given certain clothes for washing 
which they took away on the day they left the hotel at about 7 P.M. 
Th- entry" at 5 P.M. mentions the fact again that the conspiracy was 
to murder Mahatma Gandhi and that it was probable that , one ; oi the 
servant of Birla House was in the conspiracy or one of the accused 
was working there under the "guise of a servant . 

Case Diary No. 6 of 25-1-1948— 

23.47 The diary No. 6 of January 25 begins at 12 noon and is 
bv Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh. In that it is mentioned that it was 
possible that some of the accused had taken refuge somewhere in 
Delhi because it appeared that Hindu Mahasabha and R.b.S. had a 
hand in the conspiracy and they had a strong "foot-hold in Delhi. 
Under the orders of Superintendent Amur Nath Bhatia special men 
were posted at important places in order to trace the culprits. 1 he 
next entry in the diarv is that Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh 
and Inspector Balkish'an had returned from Bombay and their diaries 
had been incorporated in the case diary and that officers of the 
CID and Inspector Dayal Singh were continuing the interrogation 
of Madanlal accused at 'the Civil Lines Police Station. The Superin- 
tendent of Police, New Delhi, was being constantly kept in touch. 

Case Diary No. 7 of 26-1-1948— 

23.48 The next diary is No. 7 by Inspector Balkishan from Police 
Station Civil Lines. It is dated January 26 and begins at 10.00 AM. 
He started the interrogation of Madanlal. The next entry is at 7.00 
P M It says that the accused was further interrogated but he did 
not cive any useful information besides what he had already, been 
erven* At 7 30 PM. the entry is that Madanlal was interrogated 
"today" but he did not give out any useful information concerning 
the case (Mufid Bat zahir Nahin Hoti). 

Case Diary No. 8 of 27-1-1948— 

2349 Diarv No 8 which is the next diary is again by Inspector 
Balkishan. It begins at 10.00 A.M. on January 27, and show's that 
Madanlal was interrogated. The next entry is at 5.00 P.M. where it 
is stated that the interrogation of Madanlal was continued upto that 
time and he has stated that he has already, given his true and correct 
information and he did not disclose anything useful. 

Case Diary No. 9 of 28-1-1948 — 

23.50 Case Diarv No. 9 »s dated 28-1-1948 and is by Inspector 
Dayal Singh but does not give anything useful for purposes of the 
Report. 
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23,51 The case 'dterv Mm 

and was driven h^ qiI i vas of § r «en colour ww . ^ lui tJlt - 

axi used wa s being continued h tor the accused and 

Case Diary No . u of 3(M . 19 ^ , 

23 52 Th 
is not imnorimt r^ ?°° m ' Marina Bote tu' + ^ e one who 

of Mad, J,' Superintendent of Po5ce CI?) ° Ja ! Dayal. Kai Sahib 
M Madanlal which was incorooraterf i ,?" 5? ve hlm the statement 



T 



been pXJnted tofc^S ,'°,P se ' FJ ' R - »« 40 a s i, to, 

pph No. 15 „f ,g Stt d aV5 e ^i!'' Whi * is stained in nS' 
ns companions; one of fheS w2 a «E< W ^ KiD he had dScribed 
Eashtnya' and the "AaranP „T.f Maharaj", another editnr 5 Kr 

name Karkare). He alio «ve tE^ -T other TO Kh-kree Ire o? 

who wem with -Vn-rv, u- ? ile desc nption of all fk*f • ^ leai 

fttS.-.r.'K's.s is- Wi t,\'r«: 

J? ll was a copy of this 
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statement which was taken by Mr. Rana when he left on 25th Janu- 
ary, 1948. Peculiarly enough, there is no mention of the word 
fAgrani" in this document, nor is the "editor ' mentioned. The person 
mentioned is the proprietor of the "Hindu Rashtriya". 

23.55 The question then arises why a copy of MadanlaFs first 
statement Ex. 6 or 36 was not taken by the Delhi policemen who 
went to Bombay and why a mere vague kind of a note with the 
mention of Karkare and editor was taken. From the diary it appears 
that they left Delhi by the 4.00 P.M. plane and must have reached 
the aerodrome which in those days used to be at Safdarjang at about 
3 or 3.30 P.M. From the time the statement was recorded, which 
was midnight. of 20th January, 1948, there was enough time for a 
copy of the statement to be typed and taken, 

23.56 It was submitted and that perhaps is true that in general 
notes of statements are taken dawn briefly and then they are ex- 
panded and written into the diaries. The Commission at this stage 
is not concerned with the propriety or otherwise of the practice. 
Even if that was so, whatever description was given must correspond 
to what is contained in Ex. 6, and the Commission will have to see 
as to how far the descriptions contained in Ex. 6 equate with the 
description given in Ex. 5-A, if this was the document which was 
taken by the Delhi Police officers to Bombay. 

23.57 in consequence of the information given by Madanlal on 
the 20th January, 1948 that two of his companions stayed at the 
Marina Hotel, the following police officers conducted further investi- 
gation there — 

Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh, 
Inspector Balkishan. 

Inspector Mehta Kartar Singh of C.LD., and 
Inspector Ram . Chander (Ram Chand Bhatia). 

In the course of their investigation Room No. 40, where Godse -and 
Apte and stayed under assumed names of S. and M. Deshpande, was 
searched and a document Ex. p-25, a Press statement of Ashutosh 
Lahiri dated January 19, 1948, was recovered there but nothing else. 
This showed a Hindu Mahasabha connection of the conspirators. The 
statements of some of the employees of the Marina Hotel were then 
recorded. Amongst them was Ramchander, the Hotel Receptionist, 
Pacheco the Hotel Manager. The Police also visited. Hindu Maha- 
sabha Bhawan but beyond examining a sadhu who stayed in Room 
No. 3 there they seem to have clone nothing more. 

23.58 Kaiiram, who was the bearer Uncharge of Room No. 40. 
was examined by the Police on the 23rd January and he stated that 
both the occupants of Room No. 40, later identified as Godse and 
Apte, had given their clothes for washing which he brought and 
produced before .the Police, In the recovery memo it is shown that 
three of them had the mark "NVG". one a towel, another a khaddar 
waistcoat, and the third a white drill shirt. These had been washed 
by Kanyaiyalal, washerman. 

23.59 Kaiiram appeared as a witness at the trial, P. W. 10, and 
he repeated the story of Nathuram Godse and Apte giving him 
clothes for getting them washed and he identified both of .those 
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to trace the identic! teS^S^^r 1 ^ * ^ 

Hbt^^t^- 8 ±i^-Si4^^ the head-bearer in Manna 
No.. 40 occupied ly&lfS&rft'? * Room 
11, also a bearer in Marim Hnt.i ^ ^^ rl 7 T ' Gobmd Ram, P. W. 
kare, Go P al Godso „vX £L ' identified Nathuram Godse Kar- 

Karkare, Madanlal and AnVachari The rpJS. aSSUme <*. ^ e ^ 

bis description, and also the description of n^Jv M f dan , lal ^ 

concept of language other than H rS t»J £ °S er tw ° but his 

been If the va#ue S f kind because. Katedlo fhT^cS? &<S£t 

heother two, one spoke Bengali and the othei Cu arati and HiS 

PM a H ndta°t Jftf %** h "? «** W'a S ut 3 
i .ivi. ana that on the 19th January at about 7 P.M. one of them' wW 

spoke Gujarati came to the hotel and took away those clothed This 
statement of Ram Singh about the clothes was corroborated bv Ha 
Singh who was also employed in the hotel, and me fa ct that the 
clothes were given to the laundry named Glacier Dry Cleaners and 
Dyers Fatehpun, was supported by the manager of that Sondfv 
Han Singh had given the clothes which had fieri marked S 
for washing. Whether any further taWfcLS^S^ W jK 
obtained about the persons who stayed in the Sharif Hotel is dlffi 
^^^^^Z^ ** ^ **« -toYvisS 

made any inquiries there till after the murder when on March ' 
194.8_t.he police went to the hotel to make investigation on direct i (I 
.coming from the investigators at Bombay. (ni 

23.63 Deputy Superintendent Karter Singh, witness stated 

'""' wjtehad buj I Heeins to have been a ■,. , ■ kaichu peri'unel 

1 > in. II. I lr .■ m,l .,1 , „ .,, I i , . I " "" 
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23.64 The investigation at the Frontier Hotel has been described 
in the Police Case Diaries thus. 

23.65 In accordance with the instructions received fr o^ Bombay, 

^Se/X iiiSm?iiXhich there were two names which ferele ; 

^mb^^ 

23.66 The M^^«^^^ ** GopTam famfto 

day at 8.00 A.M. ana men n_s ^ ister shows that Joshi also 

by him about G M. Joshi. But ine ^ l ' be mentio ned that 

5TS& rave—rSla^iSLt &S . «»*. on his 

face and went to sleep. ^ 

<Ufi7 A tmrk of investigation, which the Delhi Police did not 

and other officers and employees ohthe Hindu ^asabna 
:ie,.i. r office,* were investiga ,,„ g «..«£** a-™"^ 

remiss. 



23.68 The first 



Case Diarv of notice investigation at Delhi in 

•if ^lL that the Deputv Superintendent of Police, New 
oaragraph 21 states that tne ^epu ,> o h Mahasabha Bhawan 

Delhi, and other police officers went .to the «™au^ia g rf _ 

bg to Madanlal a ^»^ _ d as anyt hing taken into 

Sffl?Sj&S!o3 «*£ lie ^ « <*»*<* »* yet 

'...I.I II"",'. torV>« " :IS ,l " 1 "'' 



was also staying if f > 
referred X % "* . He »'» appears to L t£ *L! TCe sla '™«„t 

°f the buildine o.L m §h he Was sleeping fr ifX, « l he poJlCe 

£3 71 Mr A ' * - Piopeily searched 

** a regular vtxWEeS? 1 ' ^^ 1 ^ tha * before July 1947 ', 
mg m the Hindu ManaSak rei " the names of persons i"' 7 
not be maintained 6fW tt ^ j r awan were fekster^ u t u stay ' 
coming and s ay in g in S?A ate due to a lar|| number bf HV**" 
after the murder So L^ Bhawan - Thi s was taken i. ^ refugees 
tor Ram aSffll'l^ by Case Ci 3A Pff^on 
d bUt n Was not Produced before^CoSs-" 

the docuxnSt K Ex W p 2?° Ug ^ u to - the ^tice of the Con, • ■ 
issued by M 'a2.* 'r M ,' hlch wa s a cod? of * C p °™ mis sion that 

and had inten-oS? ^ Mal »asabha BhawS tht ^ *? arnt that 

rogation". Hi admitS ^ ^ d ? couI d have heenZ,t^t^' e f pmsihle 
years as a woS5 5 « th *£ he ha d known ' GodJ T ? for inter - 
the last 2 o 3 Srs he L^ dU Mabasa ^a Potna Z'dfufI ° r 9 
known as 'Aarin? 7nS J? ad ,^ en conducting a lW that 4urin 8' 

for threS m S i * char * e of the Bhawan I n bs T ence was Hono- 
months, received such a chit Ce Jan <wy 18,1948 
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23.74 The argument raised was that if on that night the police had 
taken the precaution of making inquiries from Ashutosh Lahiri or his 
substitute Dr. Satya Prakash at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan and 
had not just satisfied themselves with the questioning of a sadhu, they 
would have been able to get very valuable information in regard to 
the identity of the accused who had stayed there and had; suddenly 
disappeared which was itself a suspicious circumstance. 

■23.75 The facts) appear to be that all the accused with the excep- 
tion of Godse and Apte stayed in the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan on 
the night previous to the throwing of the bomb and they were there 
also -on the 20th when the bomb was thrown. Godse was known to 
Ashutosh Lahiri for 8 or 9 years and he also knew that Godse was run- 
ning a newspaper in PoQna. He also knew Apte who accompanied 
Godse to attend the meeting of the All India Hindu Convention in 
August, 1947. H e also knew Karkare though he did not know the 
others. What would have transpired as a result of interrogation, and 
whether interrogation at that stage would have been gainful or not, 
may indeed be speculative but an acute and careful investigating 
officer should have interrogated not only him but Dr, Satya Prakash 
also. Although Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri was interrogated after his arrest, 
ther| is nothing to show that Dr; Satya Prakash was ever questioned. 

23.76 Another piece of evidence which has been emphasised is 
the fact that on the 19th January, 1948 at 9.20 A.M. an urgent call 
was booked from the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan telephone No. 8024 
to Savarkar Sadan at Bombay telephone No. 6020/ the particular per- 
sons, according to documents subsequently discovered, were Damld 
or Kasar, the former was the Private Secretary of Savarkar and the 
latter, his Bodyguard. At 11.55 A.M. this telephone call wasi cancelled 
and the charge was Rs. .1—15 As. which is proved by Exs. P-59 and 
P-70 at pages 24 and 32 of the Court Record, Vol. IV, respectively.! 
They are both dated January 19, 1948. P.W. 23, P.R. Kaila, deposed in 
Court that the call was ineffective as neither of the particular per- 
sons were available at the other end and this call was paid for on 19th 
May, 1948. These two pieces of evidence 'perhaps would not have been 
available at once because they had to be got from the telephone office 
but they were in existence and could have been called for. At any 
rate, the factum of the booking of the call was there and diligence 
could have discovered it from the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan itself. 

2.3-77 In his statement made to the Bombay Police, Karkare said 
that Gopal Godse, who was to have arrived the previous night, had 
not arrived at night nor the next morning which had made Nathuram 
Godse rather, anxious.. And he said that "he. was telephoning to diffe- 
rent places to make inquiries" about Gopal. All three of them, i.e., 
Godse, Apte and Karkare then went into the Hindu Mahasabha Bha- 
wan office and Apte tried to telephone; Karkare was there but Godse 
was near the office. At that time Gopal entered the office and Kar- 
kare told Apte about this, They, therefore, came out of the Hindu 

Mahasabha Bhawan office and went out on to the road. 
'■..■#" 
■23.78 There is some corroborative evidence in regard to this in- 
cident discernible from the murder case Police Diary No. 49 dated 
19th March , 1948, There it is stated that Apte came in |he mefling 



^^^iPSS^RSS^^ •—'• '—v thai -u, 

which Mr. *SXft a » te M7; ?alj to Homba ! 
vaded trunk call charges Vere 'dZJt/^f 11 Uhiri) a § reed pro 
posited and then a trunk Tall w^Ko 1 i advanc e, which Apte da 
ports the contention that had thf^^ ed . as stated ab °ve This sm, 
. night, i.e., the night of the 20th V^ 1 ^ 011 been don e that S 
21st, and had Ashutosh Lahh/bee, S ^ e 7? on the corning I, 
could have come to light K mav b ".X | at f d then ' thes e facts 
part remain, as to wSth "ft? effort Z, ? at J* 6 s P ecu ^ 
abortive but the chances are that if nrn^!^ haVe ^ een S ainful or 
more ; than a probability of feffacfsTeSg 7 SSSJi to *** WW 

ted j/& IfflflSH sa^ ^ att9Ched t0 tMs dia ^ which - da- 

7 reSS ^e l^t^* J** t0 ***** ^ 
two gentlemen in the Hindn mX for acc °mmodation for 
^ekofJanS^S^^Jg? 1 ?^ during the 1st 

if anybody from" Bombay Sne rSL^S^ enqUi f d 
to have a trunk call with Gnd£" mTTO- • ne he wanted 
condition that Mr Apte ™,M % ' ^ ahm agreed on *&« 
vance, which Mr ApL dM W? P*!? ?* am ° Unt in ad " 
upto 12 and so left ' 6 Ph ° ned ' but could n °t get 

Jt "£i!^j*&* ^ G ° dSe Vi3ited Hind " ^ahasabha 

P^^S^T^^™*^ ™ the Bombay 
the statement of AllTh^^tolTn ^ S v° thin £ * 
gard to this matter, ie allowS?* tt?f t e Bombay Police in re- 
ceipt of an advanoe'chargffoT the call bS ¥■} , to be ***** on ^e- 
of the chit from Godse. But e dl(J den y the receiving 

»™^y^^ r in * the 

ed Delhi Station on the night of the lath n^i ti - Pil pal P? dse reach " 
platform. He left Old Delhi RaiW qS«« ? Sl ? pt S e night at th e 
Bhawan at 10.30 AM oTwthZZSf ^ the Hindu ^ahasabha 
had made both Apte and Godse worriS »ITT7 &1 1 ° f , Gopal 
telephone call from the Hinrln mIZ^t? bt. 3 " 01 Apte hooked a 
danforDamleorKasa? £d a? sSaW^T to.Savarkar Sa- 
Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan a 11 3 )A S ? <h^ G ° m arriv f d at the 
coincidence of circumstances tn %« v +* i + C ? U ^cancelled. The 
i. v-iicuinbLances, to say the least, is remarkable 

that it made no inquinefof an • L3u£Se£s 'KS b A **" 
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Obtainable if the officers of Hindu Mahasabha were interrog ated L be- 
cause no long distance telephone call could be made without the office 
knowing it uruess Godse and Apte had a free hand at the ; Bhawan but 
that information also could be valuable, At any rate, diligence, wag 
lacking and this path was not pursued. 

23.83 According to Godse's statement before the Delhi Police dated 
KVhruarv 1 1948 (page 46 of the Murder case urdu case diary JNo. J), 
L mTtlskSSfri at 9.30 AM on 19th January 194 ; this ^act 
however, Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri had denied but this denial was at a 
time he had been arrested in the Murder case. The fact that P-25, 
PrTss statement of Ashutosh Lahiri, which was publishe d , njhat 
very day, was found in the room occupied by Godse and Apte wou a 
show thl the probabilities were in favour of Godse h^mgmet Ash^ 
m«h Tahiri and setting Ex P— 25 from Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri. Ul 
oo^^'Sot2?absolute proof and is merely inferential but the 
proSmtfes ^are mo?eTn favou? of Godse having met Ashutosh Lahiri 
than not having met him. 

23.84 The facts established are that Godse was a ' 2™^|^^ 

Lahiri. At least this line of investigation was not will-o -the-wisp. 

23.85 Mr. Kotwal very strongly relied on .the .fact that the ffindu 
Mahasabha people knew both Godse and Apte well. For this, tnter 
alia, he referred to the following. 

he y would make arrangements tor him. He wrote ™rt a oh t to the 
manaeer of the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan and he (KarKarej nanaea 
?vert£ chit to the. manager en reading which he asked htm to ^occupy 

• nfrtiP Bhawan He saw^ them on 20th January, 1948. and had a talK 
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?^l h r a ^-Jeartag his address of Poona in Hindi for being ,M, 

vered to one Inder Parkash, member of (the Hindu Mahasabha, |,„i 
he could not do so as Inder Parkash was not in the Bhawan. On ::M 
January 1948 he handed over this chit to one Shri Krishna Nair | 
Congress worker and a member of the chief Commissioner' 
Advisory Council He also said that he could identify all the men whfl 
stayed m room No. 3. This man Ram Singh was another person who* 
interrogation was necessary and could gainfully have been used. 

23.88 In the progress report of 9th March, 1948, in the same I.B 

Snt^f 5 ed ? \ 2M ~5> ?&% X f> il is stated that Shri Krish «a Nair wa 
contacted and he admitted that Ram Singh had given him the chit 

but he 'had misplaced it. The progress report in the same file of thi 
same date, Ex. 224-C, show, that this chit had the fohwing adlre 
on it m Hindi — s a ^ ux ^^ 

"Care of Kher Shri Vishnopanth Vias Narain Peth Ghai No 2 
Poona City". 

23.89 Shri Krishna Nair also stated that Ram Singh when hand-, 
mg over the chit to him explained that it was given to him by one of 
the accomplices of Madanlal accused and that he (Nair) could nol 
produce this chit earlier because he had misplaced it. , 

•fv, 23 u° I i d0 ^ S 1 ?-^ a ?P ear that an y use has been ma de of this chit 
either by the Delhi Police or by the Bombay Police nor can one find 

teve^%£*Al£^ g ^ n iS fiCtiti ° US °* S enuine - Thi ^ chit could 

(1) the Police had found out whether the address was genuine 
or not and, if genuine, who was the person mentioned. 

(2) Whether Inder Parkash was known to anyone of the accused 

persons or not. 

(3) In whose handwriting was this chit. 

23.91 Inder Parkash was arrested on February 17, 1948 and inter- 
rogated regarding the murder but no question seems to have been put 
regarding the chit or the three matters above-referred to fTnder 
Parkash was a member of the Hindu Mahasabha and in 1948 its acting 
Secretary and was residing in the Bhawan. 

23.92 In the 1 absence of these, it is difficult for the Commission to 
draw any conclusion one way or the other from this chit. But the Com- 
mission would like to observe that when this chit was given to Mr 
Krishna Nair who held a responsible public office, he should have 
immediately contacted the police and given them the information and 
Sent behind- accidentia loss, later misplace- 

*v fP S ? ai ? Tt ^ an ? e . a , Hindu Sabhaite who was mentioned in 
Ex. 5- A and^alsoin Ex. 1 m the statement on the 24th January was 
was found his, house was searched but nothing objectionable 

23.94 There is another piece of evidence which no doubt came in 
to existence after the murder but is relevant to show that the Hindu 
Mahasabha Bhawan, Delhi, was one of the haunts of the consnirato^ 
for the murder of Mahatma Gandhi. me conspirators 
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:>:;.% On the 31st January, 1948 a tekpam purpo^ ^ te to 
N I ). Apte was sent from Bombay to ^S &cvet ^>^^JT h 
Bhawan, at Delhi, the contents of which were as follows 

"ARRIVING DELHI. ARRANGE FOR DEFENCE" 
This telegram bad really been sent by one Miss Manorma Salve who 
^deniy wSf lady friendly with Apte She was examined by ^he 
1 SSy y police on 1&-1948 and she stated L that ^on .the .»* Jg*g 
[ (this date appears to be wrong) she met N.D • A P'^^ el H| " 

| officers of the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan at Delhi. 

23.96 Harare's statement made before ^^SSSrTSSflaSS 
84-5 shows that plans of (the operation on 20th January were ma on 
the 19th January 1948 at 9.00 P.M. showing thereby that que the 
Sn S pirat^e y Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan was f^f^f c f su 2 
which the police in the matter of investigation Seated ma casual 

tigation at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan °^.^^^^meA^ 

openS by th^ Tchowkidar, but no entries were made in the .case diary 
rP^rdinff his visit to the Hindu Mahasabha building. All this, Mr. 
Swa ri?htlv argued showed that the investigation regarding the 
Hmdu Ma&haS'alt on the 20th January was of a casual nature. 
23 97 For the reasons given above a vigorous and intelligent inves- 
Wkm at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan was a requisite which 
poSh Si be neglected In spite of that track of investigational line 
bemg puid'lhf pursuit might have proved ^abortive but ^ gt 
that it was never attempted at early stages ^ d °%^ a ^S 

av^abreteCbay Police the course of investigation there would 

not have been tangential. 

been directed in that direction. Not attempting would have been a 
sure overlooking them. 
Defects apparent on the record 

23.99 Investigational processes ^f^J^^^^£^ 
bomb case do not show that amount of care and acumen ana car 
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of Madanlal ^%^^* s ^ P°^ ter *« aurdewus intentS 

the ^i^d^St^fS* haVS , Sh ° Wn that alacrit y which 

Dasondha LfrwhZ^^^™™*'. exce P tin g Sub-Inspector 

the First Information RepTrt no senior offi? ^ early ^^ recorded 

. about 7.00 P.M. and, therefore n SI * ^T 18 t<? have come till 

Ua tmM°7t m ^"^^mss out who 

House wlicf Sg Sdl^t r a 0g lt w? ^ ^ + tent ^ Birla 
Madanlal would disclose anything h! where a determined man like 
ment Street Police Station 7r2 w.V e + WSS then taken to the Parlia- 
of the high police officers aZZZT^ ^^ under the directions 
without deciding that Madanlal hJ ^ ^ de ^statement. Assuming 
farkare a persoS who waf?S editor Sfe 1 * 58 *? 8 ^ name ^ 
Sosfctrij/a he gave a fairy good deSntir he A /f, ran \ 1 and the' Hindu 
disclosed that two of his Lmpaniom hS ? ^ h ! ( ? th6rs ' he also 
and the others had stajec Tth ffil t ^ e Marina Hotel 
gsO e that he and Karkare. Sid^JSfjh.? t^«t^%Sg 

^toVM^'SKf'tfii 8 inf f, mation ' the police rightly 
then, as one wouS expect the two S? 8 *^ 6 ^ faMy late and ^ 
had quickly checked out and ta Sn ft V eSldin 5 &t Marina H °tel 
Delhi. But the recovery of Ex P ■ rn ™ ™ °W? rt ™*y of leaving 
companions of Madanlal had staved f X M m N ° u 40 where the ' two 
as indeed it did, put the po^ellLfJfl^^ H ° tel should have - 
a good deal to do with the Hmd u MahaSn » ^° «W*»» had 
dated January 19 and was withth^on1^9^ th ^ doev ^ eTit was 
information the police after tW ^, the- 20th at least. With that 
went to make I^^tfi^jJ^^^:: Hotel, 

^^X^3^££* 3* of this kind 
Mahasabha Bhavan and there ^conducteSa tC CeeC l ed to the Hind " 
inquiry. Of course, they could no W M ^ T, gh mves «gation and 
the investigation and CyatlfiS'^ pIaces - But 
very trumpery character and the nolicp w B havan was of a 

achieving much. Indeed even the ^neJaf <?J T ba ° k without 
Mahasabha who was in charge of thTS, T**^ ° f the Hindu 
^tosh^ 

inqJries 5 % t*££* V^Zll^ f ^ tailur.to make 
Suffice it to say that it was a serious facu na ?Jm%- Hen discus sed. 
lice from getting on the right track Whether eJ* gf*** 6 *** PO- 
qmry anything would have come wt rf itS^M? ^eSal" 
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but this much is certain that making no inquiries was a serious draw- 
back, 

23106 After the 20th the only activity which the police diaries 
show is of interrogation of Madanlal which, as far as the Co^mmission 
is able to see, did not lead to anything more than what the police 
had already got in the very /first statement assuming that the state- 
ment, Ex 6. was made and has been correctly incorporated .in the 
police diary. A s a matter of fact, subsequent statements of Madanlal 
disclosed the omission of the word "Agrani" rather than any material 
addition. 

23.107 It is stated in the police diaries that the plainclothes police- 
men were alerted and given some descriptions of the suspected per- 
sons and were asked to keep a watch at the rail i and! arf terminals. 
But with those vague descriptions, assuming they were given, no re- 
sults could have been attained as indeed the fact that Godse and Apte 
flew back into Delhi and went to the railway station, proceeded from 
there to Gwalior and back and again stayed in Delhi .at the. mini 
Main Railway Station ahd were going to the Hindu Mahasabha Bha- 
van and coming back from there and reconnoitring Birla House with- 
out being identified or recognised shows. It was in this matter that 
the induction of police officers from Bombay could have been of the) 
greatest help. 

23108 Assuming that the name "Agrani" was giv,en on the very 
first day and that with that information two police officers were flown 
to Bombay, there is nothing to show that the D.I.B., the Delhi LL,.f 
took any intelligent interest in finding out from Bombay as to what 
was happening there, nor did he take the slightest trouble tofinfl 
out the identity of the editor of the "Agrani" and the Hindu 
Rashtriya" which could easily be found, as Mr M.K Smha witness 
No. 44 has said, from the records available in the C.I.D. ,11 that was 
so a telegraphic requisition should have been, sent for the arrest of 
Godse and Apte to Poona and Bombay and as has been discussed 
elsewhere .the Bombay Police with the aid of Poona Police should 
have been able to arrest them. If even then they failed the reason 
would not have been inaction. 

23 109 Even after the return of the Delhi policemen from Bom- 
bay without achieving anything substantial and with the grievance 
that they had, Delhi police should have at once telephoned or tele- 
graphed to the Poona police giving them information about the edi- 
tor of the "Agrani" and inquiring as to who he was, who his compa- 
nions were, what his activities were and what his haunts were and 
should have made a requisition for their arrest rather than leaving 
it to Mr UH. Rana who went leisurely to Bombay via Allahabad, 
The Delhi police did absolutely nothing about this and confined 
themselves to routine investigation. The investigation itself was not 
of a high order. It also gives one an impression! that the Delhi police 
was entirely paralysed and after the 24th January when their offi- 
cers had returned assuming that they were insulted and. sent back 
unceremoniously, the officers did absolutely nothing and Mr. Banner- 
iee is right when he says that it was due td inefficiency and lethargy 
of Mr. Sanjevi whose helplessness and paralysis is writ large over the 
whole of Ex, 7, his explanation. 



mf^&S^^^^Silf^m «» remark that the 01 < I 
due to the fact that Mr SanTell li f% ? ays either due to illness' 
Ste of S th ar " ^ e CaStt hleT^ *j?*^^3 

E? J n to n ^deration his 32 t ^Commission idtg. 
£x. 7 and other evidence beftxeth*r Government of India 

thoview of the Commissi ^ The realoS^ 1 ^ 011 ' this » to be 
dealmg W1 th lacunae and l^elTSm^T ***!* ***** 
What action the Bombay and Delhi d t 

the circumstances V ^ Delh% - PollCe should have taken under 
. 23.111 Mr. Kamte, witness Mn &. x, 

rashtra round about Mahl m £1 offic f, rs f ™ Maha- 
hat fe should keep an eye S 5 Wlth the direction 
from Maharashtra specially the nam S P6rS ° n who com ™ 
them if and when they came neTr mI^T S01 ^ and arr est 
■they acted m a suspicious manner" ™ a Gandhi or if 

in the Boml^ca^tTongeno'th? » ^ ° fficer th at the accused 
ha 7£ l ° T nce formed th?DIG CT P n 0V S C V f Bomha ^ he would 
and the Inspector General of Polfi '5' ^ e Commissioner of pM 
and had he known that the accuS hi * *> bor dering provinces 
have placed 20 or 25 persons flS b ^ lon ged to Bombay he 3] 
Gandhi to see that t£ culprit S^Ste?^ aro ™d MahTtma 
ooiio uu r. ' \ ot get an ywhere near him 

he 3fi £ t ^Sorm^i^^fi ° f Madan al Tarlier- 

SSS?*^^? if he * ^dTnowJlSlT^ ^ WS 
murder, he would have arrested thpnTnTi «* e con spiracy was to 

that one of the conspirators was th? «?•♦** 0I i Ce ' and if he was told 
Poona and the other the o™? of l^ d i tor D 9 f the 'Hindu ffifttf 

y 'Kl he r^wl^^fiSsg S fell* 

«Vi?C^£fc„ M !i ? amte «* «» wo 

acbon to take. It consists of Se™ E i ,„ ,, h o a , ve . be « *o correct 
have been dealt with under a separate healing 31 " 1 ' 32 and SS wS 

23.115 In his letters to Mr Rana mW' /^~ 
made some telling points of criticism ^ '?• (CJ P* Mr - Kamte has 
have done and wnat he ha no d™n e S^ ^ F r " Hana AoSfi 
(a) why did Rana not send his owr c I n + P *? ° f critici sm were 
than send Delhi police officers toX££ » ffifnrf 
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his own C.I.D. to protect the Mahatma; and (c) why did he not get 
help of Rao Sahib Gurtu even on 29th when he got to Poona and 
"get him on the move' 3 . In his letter Ex. 32 dated March 6, 1948 Mr. 
Kamte said that he could not subscribe to the proposition that the 
Bombay police had done all that they could in the matter ot pre- 
cautions to be taken about Mahatma Gandhi. Mr. Rana a reply m 
defence is letter dated April 15, 1948, Ex. 30, wherein he said— 

"I did not think it necessary to take further action at this 
stage in view of the above facts which led me to presume 
that the gang must have been located in Bombay. How- 
ever I had one CLD. Head Constable Jadhav and he was 
directed to move about in. Delhi and visit Railway stations 
and try to locate Karkare whom this Head Constable knew 
as a communist from Ahmednagar". 
Entrusting such a colossal task to one single Head Constable 
appears to be a wholly futile act. 

23 116 Mr. Rana did not think it necessary at that stage to send 
a few special men from Bombay to Delhi. Mr. Kamte was questioned 
about his letter Ex. 31- A wherein he had put the following two 
questions to Mr. Rana— 

"Did you take any steps: (i) to arrest them immediately; and 
(fi) to send men to Delhi, to comb out Delhi and to arrest 
the men there". 
93 117 He was presuming, he said, that Mr. Sanjevi must have 
told Mr. Rana to do the needful, meaning (i) and (n) of Ex. 31-A. 

23118 Mr. Morarji, witness No. 96, agreed with Mr. Kamte as 
to the action which the Bombay police should have taken except 
that (i) no offence could be registered as there was no offence com- 
mitted in Bombay; and (ii) he could not send police to Delhi unless 
the Delhi police had asked for it. And the Delhi police should have 
asked for Maharashtriam police after they got the statement of 
Madanlal. 

23119 Mr. R.N. Banerjee, witness No. 17, before Mr. Pathak, 
stated that in the circumstances of the case it was the duty of the 
Bombay police to have sent their men to Delhi and it was the duty 
of Mr Sanjevi to have insisted on Bombay sending their policemem 
to Delhi' in order to trace the associates of Madanlal and also to pre- 
vent further activities of theirs. They would have been able to iden- 
tify the conspirators of Madanlal. Before this Commission Mr. 
Banerjee said— 

"I would also like to add that at that time there was a con- 
vention that whenever an offence was committed in one 
province by persons who belonged to another province, 
the police of the latter province would be called in to 
assist the local police for apprehending those accused 
persons". 

Again, when he was recalled, he said— 

"There were three acts of omission in this case: (1) the Bombay 

Police did not take action for three or four days after they 

got the information; (2) the Delhi Police did not remind 

the Bombay Police or did not ask them what they were 
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Gandhiji's residence a s wa S the lV nd ke ? p watc}l W 
twn m dealing with interTp? vf nc iTi; reCO ? niS ! d convejl 
23.120 He added that a* * ? Vmaal cnme m th °se days", 

some kind of history and the Bomhav I r^ W ' Apte and Godse had 
it and if the Bombay Police had^ I okcemust have known abou 
nabbed- or they would not have dared o"!^ *&* WOuld h S 
Mr. M.K. Sinha, Wit. 44- d ° What the y *<*■' 

witness 1 No. H' i^dihS^ b P^% Director > Intelligence Bureau 

tnat the normal practice was that ,v^ , m anot her Province sairt 
that Province and after wnsS£,?&' t ' oa is sent to the police of 
eluding the sending for mer fthS P r Wtans are taken in- 
tnat was required. ° m thdt Province to keep a watch ?f 

Mr. G.K. Eandoo, Wit. 48— 

^^P^ST^Z MahSabf d S at in th * circum- 

he would have rot CTD ^<<\int f la frasabha all over the* o^HL 

whe re Hindu Ma^s^hS Som S a V he P^^ncesoTSd g 
stationed them on, a special lcSk-oT Hi mfluenc e and would have 
said that he interviewed NaSm-Jm P J S ?^ JeY founds. He alio 
a list of the leaders in the comXSf ,^ e later an <* got from him 

"(1) I would have at oncp hnnt I « ^ » 

of these iPfsoiffSe^Sfof^S*^ «n the haunts 

or not; (2) I would have sent a list of a W ;? ey wei * th ere 

had come to my notice as also the names of ^ nameS that 

of Karkare along with their assochtot^ J ? e ass °ciatea 

Inspector General of Police DelhlL a "? R addre i ses to <*«l 

. C.I.D., Bombay, at Pnnrn t \tf I' ds also to the DIG 

I-G. Police, Delhi? depend in I SK K Ve also ^ered to the 

formation that IhT?Sf^^ a W iahm y * the in? 

ssr. who ** ha - ss Visile mm^ $& 

^yJS^^&toSs^ry^ ^stionnaire sent to the 
of Sardar Patel dated 2nd April 1949 E??^,^ out a «SaS! 
he agreed with the Secretary ^thW Sif^, ,f' Where he sai <* that 
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23.126 Mr. H.V.R. ^W^^^^fSSS^tt ^antetelr 
31st March, 1949, Ex. 7-G, had sarf thrt ^» soon as ^ beca^^^ 

that there was a conspiracy ."^^^irhSjd to commit assassina- 
from Poona, Ahmednagar, ^^^^^Froyince should 
tion, plain clothes men from that pait ot the won ^ . y faave 

have been summoned to Delhi, on Je chance tnat x^y fa He 
been able to identify these Persons if ^^Xy Police did not 
said that Mr. Sanjevi had »^ * at ^X tte responsibility was 
take the conspiracy to assass ^^ ate sc ™ u g' w me nd t £ ink tnat there 

fe SSStW tcTt^S ^caution, 

23.127 Annexure D to the r^^^^^^SS. 
the questionnaire sent to them is a letter from Mr. & J ^ ^ 
R.N Banerjee dated February 5 1948 To thatjs at ^ ^^ 

the staff required for investigation of the consp ra y ^ of ^ 

by saying that it ^had been decided to ^ X h supe q rvis ion of Mr. 
investigation staff to be at & Bombay v t ^ ^ ^ d 

Rana, D.I.G., C.I.D., roona ?™i mi ■ t b gets QUt what 

be in immediate charge of the investigation ana ^ ^ 

staff would be required, tdjy^^g ^ 5^ ith 
investigation should be h ^ d "P^? h ^t uniforms with them, they 
revolvers. Though they would ^iry theu^o . n &ti s to 

would not use them unless requuea. inej mtelligence Bureau. 

"gj^^j^™*™ ° odse ' wit 33 ' may 

ig cait upon the the. , Bo»*g ^g» *fnd te^ on 

to Delhi^ He has said 1«IJ»»™" t th state ment made by 

Police Morning the Bombay Police 01 Bombay p ro vince, 

. SM S, ht£ SSSSi t M asSat,on. H^e also said- 

«! would hhe to «, b here : that the Jg-gPgg'.iSfi 
when a person belonging to aw information 

an offence in another S late ^and atec ^ hich he 

regarding his associates fiom the ^ e back to his 
comes, the local police noimally tase n 
StSe/contact the local ,^^^^^^e crime, 
locate his associates and others conn contac t e d also 

If it is necessary, the officers frog ^ tne axa ^ m d if the 
go to the State m winch the offence 1S ^ ^ ^ 

associates are likely to be w^u „ 

is only on requisition from the local rone 

23.129 Mr. A^G. K^adhyaksha apP-red^as | ^-^K 

52«? £S^ te ^^^Pe* to Delhi ,ut it wa:; 
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for the Delhi P r 

if cases ^ ^ s^ e r ce ^«e«e ss 

^j^S^ft ?gft£*as- to -- that 

^" detarCmea^nJ? "7° uId Ct contact ^ ?° me Min ^S 

dormant was t w ^?t SS ° r Jain "- « t£ Poli?/ Party to fi ^d 

23 «1 W V Ve bGen abIe to get m i neW ; Who tbe 

Delhfi i He adde d that it w „„u , G mform ation. 

Win P vXX„ ha S ^ the 

ates quicher gatl0n - That ^ have helped fe g£ ont^ bay f ° r 

2, i , 9 „ , ng out th e associ- 

Gandht ^ f a e r e a i S n Sta t edth at for the security r * 

been kep? to ^,l Umber of Police Sen M S, P6 P° ns ^ Mahatma 

P^yer grouS. T he aue °sH SUSpected P™s SrLEti^i^ Qi^S 
everybody who 2 q "? Stlon w ™ one of in P r*r h s ™ hons of the 
Policemen would Svp S?!^ a aM I^WSl7®^ t6 w ^tch 
fi ut even with a ii iu e s P ott ed anyone who nan ^ er - This set-up of 

P^vent thItu?Ser h of ^T aUti0J i * 35 f^fus loo&£ 
Which it was U com m i te ^ ahatm f G^W'tovfei^^easyS 
clothes policemen £ ™ If lt: was vossihu 7 i lhe manner in 

23X33 If K n d ° ne ' t0 ' 

23.135 The first fail' 

needed, and that M. c to act as watched Ji i ? g thettl to guard 
Provmcial CJ'g. ^recf^t ^ not ^"te &'«M w ^e ver 
that he got into tout* wifh M hl i mu * ca * S ? said ft S B ? mbay 
be sterile as Mr Rana ™ Mr Rana at Delhi hS 7* ^ thls fa vour 
Placement as MV -^ na . Proceeded at a snail', i Jl tur ned out to 

police job in ifl^M)^ 6 ^ who had ^^e fn'nf rlenced a *d 
had been discovert L r ctor of Intelli OT nS tI„! 0e ^ up ^ th ^ top 
would burst and tht con^ *f i4 *<>** C? &% * ** *™ 
they got to Delhi * COns ^ators would have ffi £w3?t^ 
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Lacuna No. 2— 



23.136 It was argued that Madanlai should have been sent to 
Bombay, Poona, and Ahmednagar, with the Delhi police after his 
statement made on January 24,. 1948. He could have been confronted 
in air these places and would have been interrogated by the police 
there. Crime Report No. 6 shows that during the interrogation of 
Madanlai by the Bombay Police on February 4, 1948, Badge was 
brought from Poena but he deniad all knowledge of the conspiracy. 
When he was confronted with Madanlai accused, who identified him 
as the Sikh Maratha referred to by him, and after he was subjected 
to searching interrogation, Badge broke down and made a clean 
breast of the whole conspiracy and the persons involved therein. 
He said that the attempt on Gandhiji's life on January 20, 1948, was 
in pursuance of this conspiracy. It was rightly submitted that what 
was done after the murder should have been done after the 24th 
January, if not after the 20th, when Ex. 6 according to Delhi Police 
was made. 

Mr, A.N. Bhatia, Wit. 17— 

23.137 Mr, Amar Nath Bhatia Police Superintendent of New 
Delhi, witness No. 17, said that he did not know anything about 
Mr. Sanjevfs orders for Madanlai to be taken to Bombay, but D.S.P. 
Kartar Singh, wit. 26, said that he had a distinct recollection that 
before the murder it was proposed by Mr. Sanjevi that Madanlai 
should be flown to Bombay so that the Bombay police could interro- 
gate him and arrangements were made to poit that proposal into 
effect but Mr. Sanjevi countermanded his previous orders and 
Madanlai was not sent. 

23.138 Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, witness No. 13, when recalled said 
that there was a proposal to send Madanlai to Bombay before the 
murder but he could not say why it did not materialise. 

23.139 This matter was put in the questionnaire to the Intelli- 
gence Bureau and to the Government; of India. The former in reply 
to Question No. 28 said that there was no record in the Intelligence 
Bureau in regard to the matter. The latter in reply to Question 
No. 36 also replied that in spite of diligent search it was not possible 
to find any record dealing with the matter. 

23.140 The course of investigation in Bombay after the murder 
and the comparatively quicker and successful results of the investi- 
gation in Bombay leads one to the conclusion that if this course had 
been adopted, the course of events might have been different. It 
cannot be overlooked that we are looking at the matter 21 years after 
the occurrence. 

Lacuna No. 3— 

23141 In Ex. 1 which is the fuller statement of Madanlai dated 
January 24, the name of the newspaper "Hindu Rashtriya," o* 
Poona was given and also its proprietor was mentioned. Although 
it should have been possible for Mr. Sanjevi to find out the identity 
of the proprietor, he did not do so. A reference may be made to 
Exs. 198, 199, 199-A, and 201. Ex. 198 is an extract from the Bombay 
list of newspapers and their proprietors and editors and relates to 



"Agrctni" where the names nf Ante »„a ^ j 

rietor and editor, respectively t i? P° dse , are ^ ven as P ro P~ 
Ex. 199-A is an ertracf rSS£ £ "W V 1 ?, 1 ,' elaCes the ^A?'. 
of Poona, whSS Godsel showS S"*^* * Ma / athi DaHy 

ment df India, i£S^ 1 &XiSS^S^&£^ G °™~ 
bSor?tK has ^ 

Lacuna No. 4 — 

is separately marked as Ex. 66-A. In this report the complain? a SS 
Madanlal was in regard^ to his leading a procession o^SLef and 
Routing slogans against Muslims and '"'Vir Savarkar Ki Jai" show^ 
that the procession which had been taken out had ¥ SavarkarTsS? 
association and complexion, oavarKanstic 

_ 23.143 Mr. M.K. Sinha, witness No. 44 was asked about thi« 
indexed document. He said, "We in the Bureau did Tofconnect this 
Madanlal with the Madanlal Kashmiri Lai . The name of 

f^te^^ 

"Q. From the fact that Madanlal was from Bombay should it 
nothave struck the members of the Bureau t o look into 
their indexing system? 

A. If I were the incharge of the Investigation, I would at once 
have asked my own office as well as the offices of the 
various provincial C.I.D. to see whether the names which 
transpired from the various statements were or were not 
in. the index cards". 

onL ap ? earS ^at rilfcough the subject indexing was done on 29th 
or 30th January, 1948, the name of Madanlal was not brought on 
m the index list till December 1, 1948. In this connection Mi KotwS 
argued that Mr. Sanjevi did not make use of his own record He did 
not ask his own officers nor did he ask Mr. Reghe who was CIO 
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23 144 The Intelligence Bureau was questioned in regard to the 
item of indexing and in reply to question No. 1 of the Questionnaire 
it said — 

"There is a system of index cards in the Bureau. The names 
of persons or subjects connected with general agitation 
such as- Civil Disobedience, Seditious speeches, etc. were 
more sparingly marked than those of persons concerned 
with violence and active revolutionary movements. The 
names of Indians abroad were also marked more freely 
than they would be if they were in India. Only the names 
of persons of very real importance were to be marked when 
their activities were confined to their own Province. The 
Bureau's main concern was with persons whose activities 1 
were inter-Provincial or international". 

23.145 In reply to another question, it was said that when a card 
is prepared for an individual his identity is indicated and very 
briefly reasons are also indicated on the card. Madanlal's card shows 
that he was a refugee and led a procession of refugees in Ahmed- 
nagar The exact date is not given. At any rate, this much is clear 
that the name of Madanlal had been sent up by the Ahmednagar 
Police in connection with his activities in Ahmednagar. Thus docu- 
ment was seen in the Intelligence Bureau by high officials and his 
name was indexed, though not in connection with anti-Gandhi or 
political activities, 

23.146 In the Times of India of 21st January, 1948, Ex. 106, the 
name of Madanlal was given out as the person who threw the bomb 
and it was stated that his companions had escaped in a car but they 
had not been apprehended till midnight. Madanlal stated that he was 
from Montgomery and had migrated to Bombay and had returned 
to Delhi and was staying at the railway station. 

23.147 In the Daily Statesman of 21st January (Ex. 106-A) the 
name given was Madanlal who was carrying a ration card in the 
name of Balbir Singh and it was stated that three of his companions 
had escaped in the confusion and that policemen have been posted 
at all exits from the city. Besides this, it was stated that there was 
a formidable plot on the life of Mahatma Gandhi: and the hand* 
grenade found on the person of Madanlal was to be used against 
Mahatma Gandhi himself. 

23 148 In the Hindustan Times of 21st January, Ex. 106-B. account 
is given of the arrest of Madanlal. This news is given on the front 
page but in a comparatively unimportant place with an unimportant 
heading "Bomb Goes Up Near Prayer Ground". There also the bomb 
throwing was taken as an attempt on the life of Mahatma Gandhi. 
In that newspaper the statement of Madanlal as given does not dis- 
close that he had gone to or was connected with Bombay. 

23149 Therefore, one would expect the Director of the Intelli- 
gence Bureau to get his own records searched for any clues regarding 
the bomb thrower and one would also expect that the name Madanlal 
would tingle in the memory of two high officials like the Deputy 
Director and an Assistant Director; yet these are matters which the 
Commission cannot lose sight of (1) that the name Madanlal Kash- 
mirilal could easily confuse an officer in Northern India where 
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^infio tT* ' i? nd De Puty Director wJrf- statein ent of the DTP 
o S Ahe !ntf, ' g * *£§ 4SS the n ST„L? U a S n t ' h ^ «•' 

Lacuna No. 5— 

trom coming to "T>7fii- w jX eie a PP^ehended or nrM«T,+ I 
tte extent Li ?ctS„ £SS T' 6 " rt '»I«ady P there T* 

does™' LmSV S"? 61- ^sed tnder Wo i J , M « . • 

DelhUrL\r?o4 Ug Tfn Sted by Mr - KotwalthatMr Ra 




mill the Interrogation of Madanlal would have produced more ii> 
formation. At the most it is speculative and that by itself cannot 
Im« taken to be a failure on the part of Mr. Sanjevi in his investiga- 
iimial processes. 

Larana No. 7r— 

23153 The Delhi Police officers were sent to Bombay on the 21st 
January. They returned from there on the 24th January and met 
the Superintendents of Police of Delhi on the morning of 25th Janu- 
ary. Mr. Sanjevi's note, Ex. 7, in paragraphs 5 and 6 sets out what 
the Delhi Police officers on their return reported to Delhi. In these 
paragraphs emphasis is laid on the Police officers telling Mr, Nagar- 
vala that one of the accused mentioned by Madanlal was the editor 
of the "Agrani" or the "Hindu Rashtriya" and that C.I.D. Inspector 
(here told them that Inspector of Police from Ahmednagar had 
arrived and he had been told to make a search for the editor of the 
"Agrani" or the "Hindu Rashtriya" and that some names were given 
to Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh when he asked for infor- 
mation in regard to Karkare and his associates. Those names were 
Badge of Poona, Avtar Singh of Amritsar, Talwar of Karachi, and 
Balraj Mehtar of Lahore. Paragraph 6 also mentions that Delhi Police 
officers handed over to the Inspector, C.I.D., a brief note on the case 
with the names and description of the accused wanted as far as 
known then, a point on w T hich Mr. Nagarvala was not questioned 
although he was cross-examined at length. 

23.154 If is surprising that after this complaint was made to the 
i D.I.B., he never took the trouble to find out from Nagarvala as to 
] what had happened. It is true that he did tell Mr. U.H. Rana of the 

complaint by the Delhi Police officers but he never found out from 
Nagarvala himself what had happened. As submitted by Mr. Kotwal, 
from 21st January, 1948, to 27th January, 1943, the D.I.B. who was 
also the Inspector General of Police, Delhi, did nothing and even 
after the fuller statement of Madanlal a copy of which was given 
to Mr. Rana on the 25th, he took no steps to get into touch with the 
Provincial C.I.D., Poona, to find out as to who the proprietor of the 
"Hindu Rashtriya" was. The Commission fs not overlooking the fact 
that Mr. Rana was himself the D.I.G, (C.I.D.), Bombay. 

23.155 Even when Rana and Nagarvala rang him up on the 27th 
evening and Rana told him that Nagarvala had good reasons for 
not allowing Police officers to move about in Bombay, and Nagarvala 
gave the information in regard to the theory of kidnapping of 
Mahatma Gandhi, there is nothing in paragraph 8 to indicate that 
Mr. Sanjevi demurred in any way to or reacted sharply or even 
mildly against this rather unusual theory on which .Nagarvala was 
working. All that he said in paragraph 8 is, "I asked him about the 
absconding accused whose names or descriptions were given to the 
Delhi Police by Madanlal". This paragraph does not go further and 
say which names or what descriptions had been given to Nagarvala 
by the Delhi Police officers. Mr. Nagarvala has denied any such 
question having been put to him. 

23.156 If, as it is claimed, Madanlal had indicated in his state- 
ment of the 20tht January, Ex. 6, the proprietor of "Hindu Rashtriya 9 ' 
or the editor of the "Agrani" to be one of his companions, the Com- 
mission is unable to find any reason why the D.LB. did not at once 
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sssKssras , Sffi a B^ s r 

over to keep a watch both at th? raiCv S^^'' > K ''" 
and at Birla house so as t-n fiw+L y t,tatl i jns and air term hi i 

to Delhi WheYhe, Na™i P thos ^ P erso ^ s if and when they ,-.■„ 
of invStigaK t or not rwhfch^fh/r lty ° f adoptin S an unus ^' "I" 
rately), tlfereTs nothing^ be safd hXS^of^tS 1 "rfll ^ ■ "'""' 
having ignored to .take the ordinary DreSinn, tn A Pb « llCe '» 
was made by Mr RN BanpriPP TI P i ? ,5 s *° whlch reference 

and before this Commission at page 227 .Vol I) PagC 

that Deli ^ U &j^ d 7 ^^? in P a ^a P h 9 has stated 
Police, of all the 'names ^^i 6 ^ 6011 ^ glven mformati on to Bomb 
but it is nowhere^ ^meSioned wS tT P nS ment ^ ed *P Madank 
by Madanlal were uSt^Selv tei, £S?« *"* descl > ti ^ S give 
Commission had no oTOortiStv Af « § entlem an is dead and thi 
his explanation of thes^rnlfes examimn S him '<* Ending cut 
Lacuna No. 8r- 

23.158 Mr. Rana and Mr Naparvala r>~ in 
27, 1948, spoke to Mr Sanievi 12, 7h i ^evening of January 
gave all the wSa»K^S^S H£ dlstanc e ^Phone and 
Sanjevi is not shown, tc ^haVe IfunH ?,nH P l m £ theory and ^ 
jected it nor did h^le^J^^ 1 ^^ theo */ or re- 
statements of Mr. U.H. Rana and olZ ^glr^la^^ 3 *"* *" 1 

f^^S^^Sz^Vi^ W?? naire t0 *■ 

duty of the Delhi Police toSSrf t^ Sta ^ d that tt was the 
tjon^to extend ^1.85^^ 

Government^ ^S^^Jt^t^ ^onnaire the 
mentary Question pufbv Snriit rSK M *? t ^ re P ,1[ y toSupple- 
tuent Assembly on February 6 194? Sfrt? 18 " 1 " 1 in the Cons ^ 
dated February 4 1948 Ex 7 R In' J d t0 th . e ? ote of Mr - Sanjevi 
of the reply l^C&tn^^^j^^^ the + basi j 
that two police officers of Delhi «™« , £7" * ^ 7 T B xt :s sta ted 
contacted Mr. Nagarvala and "nut M^S", ° Bombay and they 
facts known to them 7sl f a P ThS nm? m iuU Passion of all the 
any inquiries no? move about treSy'LTTh ^ &U °T d to make 
Nagarvala feared that the presence of noiirt^ * , Was £ ec , ause m - 
be a set-back to his W*£5°^ 

two polSe C officSsS ge^f WS^^H ?rS aint - The - 

bay which is a vast metropolis w th ?hTl t ge ° f tb f 9® of Bom " 

millions and a half HowtE ffi l th e then population of three 

ed, we« to look for and spot Sare Tn Vo ^ a ? d ex Perienc- 

comprehension. In the matter of tow<ftw- Bon i ba W! beyond one ' 9 

W as practically nil. ThenThy ^LsTomplaffit?" 1 *** theh value ' 
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2&162 The two police officers returned after two days. On the 
||tii January, Mr. Sanjevi gave a copy of the statement of Madanlal 
(hade on the 24th to the D.I.G., Q.LD., Poona, Mr. Rana. This was a 
Detailed statement. On arrival, the D.I.G. and Mr. Nagarvala contact- 
|d Mr. Sanjevi on the telephone and Nagarvala promised to send a 
letter by air next morning with a copy to the D.I.G. , C.I.D., Poona, 
but no letter was received excepting the one sent on the 30th which 
cuiitained no information about the assassins. 

23.163 Unfortunately, the D.LB. from the 25th to the 30th morn- 
ing did nothing to find out as to what had been done in regard to thq 
persons mentioned in the fuller statement of Madanlal; and it is still 
more unfortunate that the statement of the 20th January purported 
to have been made by Madanlal containing descriptions, names and 
mentioning the editor of the 'Agvani? or 'Hindu Rashtriya' was sent 
through the police officers of Delhi and yet no contact was made by; 
the JJI.B. or by any other high ranking police officer in Delhi with 
Mr. Nagarvala to find out from him as to what he had done or was 
doing in regard to that information and why he was not asked as to 
why no credence was given to the information alleged to have been 
given by the Delhi poliQe to him. 

23.164 It is indeed a very perplexing situation. According to 
Delhi Police they took a document which contained the description 
of some of. the accused persons; contained the name of Karkare; and 
mentioned the editor of the 'Agrani' or the 'Hindu Rashtriya' which 
fact is flatly and emphatically denied by Mr. Nagarvala and it is still 
more perplexing that the name 'Agrani' is not mentioned in the fuller 
statement of Madanlal made on the 24th January and a copy of which 
was given to Mr. Rana on the 25th January, i948, nor was it men- 
tioned in his police statement at Bombay after the murder. In spite 
of the name of the 'Hindu Rashtriya 9 having been mentioned, it is' 
astounding that the Delhi Police made no effort to find out the iden- 
tity of this person. It is still more astounding that the name of 'Hindu 
Rashtriya' was admittedly given to Mr. Rana though it is doubtable 
whether it was to Mr. Nagarvala or not, and yet no effort should have 
been made by him on his reaching Bombay or even Poona to find out 
as to who this person was and to, warn both the Bombay Police and 
the Delhi Police to be on a look-out for him. It would be unbelievable 
it' that thing did not happen as it did, that Mr. U.H. Rana should have 
Jtone through the statement of Madanlal along with Mr. Sanjevi as 
Mr. Sanjevi's note shows and neither of them should, on the 25th 
January, have taken the slightest trouble to find out from the Intel- 
ligence Bureau or the Press Information Bureau or the C.I.D. as to, 
who the proprietor of the "Hindu Rashtriya' 9 was. Admittedly, there 
was mention of it in the statement of Madanlal of the 24th. 

Mr, Ul H, Rana, Wit. 3^ 

23.165 It may be remarked that Mr. Rana as witness No. 3 has 
dmied that Sanjevi gave him the name of the "AgrwM" or mention- 
ed its proprietor or the editor or the name of the u Hindu Rashtriya\ 
its proprietor or editor, and he was emphatic that the names of 
i hose papers were never mentioned to him. He has also stated that 
(he correct, position was as given in his correspondence with Mr, 
Karate, Inspector General of Police, which are Exs. 30, 31, 31-A, 32 



and 33. In his letter, Ex 30, addressed to Mr. Kamtc, he did say that 
the statement of Madanlal was made available to him on the 25th 
and it was on that day that he came to, know about the mention of 
the editor of the 'Hindu Rashtra 9 daily and proprietor of Shastra 
Bhandar, Poona, and Karkare of Ahmednagar. It appears that there 
is some mistake in the mind of Mr. Rana because the statement, Ex.1, 
does not mention the editor of the "Hindu, Rashtriya" , although it 
does the proprietor of the "Hindu Rashtriya". In the maze of docu- 
ments which he studied and on account of the lapse of over 20 years 
he might have been led into this confusion. The correct position ap- 
pears to be that on the 25th January Mr. Rana did come to know of 
the complicity of a person who was the proprietor of the "Hindu 
Rashtra 9 ' mispronounced by Punjabees as "Rashtriya". The question 
again arises, why was no effort imade there and then to find out the 
identity, of this person and why his full particulars were not called 
for from Poona as they were after the Murder and even his photo- 
graphs were obtained from there as shown by LB. file No, 13/HA(R<)/ 
59-11, Ex.254-A. 

Lacuna No. 9 — 

Mr. Banerjee, Wit. 19 (it), Wit. 17 (Pathak)— 

23.166 Mr. R. N. Banerjee as witness No. 19 before this Commis- 
sion stated that he did not know of the conspiracy to murder Mah- 
atma Gandhi prior to January 30, 1948, and the first time he came 
to know about it was on the 31st at the post-cremation meeting. Nor- 
mally, the police should have informed him of the conspiracy in his 
capacity as Secretary of the Home Ministry and Mr. Sanjevi was in 
constant touch with him. Before Mr. Pathak as witness No. 17, he had 
said the same thing as before this Commission, He added that Mr. 
Sanjevi had not informed the Deputy Commissioner of Delhi either. 
Mr. Banerjee said: — 

"1 would put it to gross incompetence and lethargy on the part 
of Mr. Sanjevi that he did not care to inform either me 
or to remind the Bombay Police as to what action they had 
been taking. He had said in that meeting that he had not 
reminded the Bombay Police after the return of the police 

officers of Delhi who had been sent by him Mr. Sanjevi 

admitted that he had not reminded the Bombay Police' 5 . 

23.167 According to the Punjab Police Rules, No. 24.15, special 
reports were to be sent by the Inspector General to the Government 
of India (Ministry of Home Affairs) but evidently none were sent to 
Mr. Banerjee. In reply to question No. 27 of the interrogative ques- 
tionnaire to the Government of India, regarding the duties of the 
Director of the Intelligence Bureau - vis-a-vis the Home Ministry, the 
position was described thus': — 

il Q. 27. Would it be his duty to report all important matters, 
like danger to the life of Mahatma Gandhi, to the Minister 
of Home Affairs and also to regularly report the steps is 
taking or has taken to meet the danger? 

Ans. It would be the duty of the Director, Intelligence Bureau, 
to keep the Home Minister and the Ministry of Home 







Affairs informed about the threat or danger ^ important 
persons like Mahatma Gandhi. It would also be Jus duty 
to caution officers and officials working ^Jf. 1 ^* ^ 
main vigilant about such threat or danger and to take sucft 
oT£ ^ures necessary to collect further^ mergence 
thereon. He would also warn the State CIDs abou sucn 
developments and impress "pon them their importence 
and urgency. In all these matters he would keep the Minis- 
try of Home Affairs informed". 
5*1 RR Mr Baneriee has stated that if he had known anything 
aboufthfs mattex n he r] would have taken as much meticu ous care in 
regard to what police was doing m regard to the Bomb case invest! 
gation as he did after the murder. 

23.169 It was also argued and rightly that if the Directo g Mg, 

Bomb throwing. ■ . 

^JXT^SX * Sw^ &» to find out *. pro- 

eress of the investigation. 

to 171 Mr M K Sinha when recalled said that the full statement 

tite Home SecreSry and the Home Minister informed. 

Lacuna No. 10 — , ,» 

9<M79'Tt rannot strictly be called a failure on the part ol Mr. 
S^ *&S*8 Sf -iter which does cg*^"**** 
the Delhi police. In the noting made m the government 01 ^ 
Secretariate made on the explanation g'ven by Mr^ ev , fcx / 
Sd by Mr. Nagarvala, Ex 14, there «» r «^ n ^f PrfS 
that it was a mistake to have sent a Deputy f^ 1 "™ rticular i y 
to Bombay, a remark with which * e <^*f3 ?he two respective 
after having seen the whole course ^^^^2 no jiSrtlflca- 
g^S^SSSSSS!^ 2S SS the officers what 
they knew or why they had been sent. 

23.173 There is one matter which has; not g^g™*^" 
which explanation could not be . so J^ h * ^£ t £ Xlkishan was rather 
Jaswant Singh because he \ de ^, a ^J^fp nce officers who went 
ineffective. And .that was .why ^^^"hteh they allege they 
to Bombay, besides giving ^™°™£ ™ V J incorporated in their 
^^^^Ai^o^^r^m Mr, Wvala what 
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were present at the interrogation o^Mad t .5* *** «*■*»** 
whereof they had made a search^ SL m " £r * as , , a c °nsequenn 
companions of Madanlal whn loi * ^ a ? na Hotel, for two Marath.0 
thev P e S c a ped sooTat* Se <S^S & b S " *#*,U»d that 
they had given their nam 2 f| ? anrfM n i? h ^ Search and tha( 
had searched the Hindu Manasahh/pL Desh P ande ; and that they 
ing Madanlal had stayed Thev should" u here the 0ther ' includ " 
covery of Ex. P-25 the statement of ?^ g?^ ha ^^enti ? ned the re- 
Ashutosh Lahiri, repudfatin?thrfr a ? dU Mahasab ha Secretary. 

point formula, which wouffha^ S?T i" GandhiJFs multi- 
conspirators were connected wi^h th* u- !? /* L Na * ar vala that the 
That, coupled with S mention of \*S I U > Mahasabha movement. 
Desai and the common n™ e KarW 7^u na T by Mr ' Mora ^' i 

to adopt different ^^^^^^^^^^ 
conspiracy to kidnan Beside n Jl * i. * ™ , the stenle track of 
had been found and of t T at ^e Uo nffi ° f ^TA 1 & hand-grenade 
They should have apprised Mr wTl ? erS /i° uld have been a ware. 
of a bomb, the nSmS?hSSS W $** fact : The exp,osion 
fear, were all pointers to 511? '-^ the association of Savar- 
kar's followers P rather thaS fcSSSriS ^ P as . s l ssination **. &*** 
by General Mohan Singh of §S Pfw a ^T 1 ^ 1 ! even if directed 
strongly repudiated In Ms statement beWtn" ^ fi^P has 
statement the Commission access Commiss.on which 

Rati6nb7Mh?Mi~ C Sif nd T iS - Si ° nS and lapses » th ^ «**«- 
who was Talso thf T r p h ' T be i n * cond ucted under the D.I.B 

but^rtlcSlrl^LrSful^err' 6 SUbStantial and Seri ° US in nat ^' 

C1) PoliceT^ttS P lthth ? ?^ av Inspector Ge ™ral of 
ronce or with the Provincial C.LD. at Poona And if Mr 

Rana's presence at Delhi can be an excuse "n not s endmg 

statement %? t^i* f^. lal had actually «^?SS 
SnvTw' n ' f £* least sendin g somebody of a higher 
i ank than a Deputy Superintendent of Police to tackle Mr 
Nagarvala. or sending some requ^tioSng lettl? from 

^i + ei ' f hmi ?? lf ° r from Mr - Mehra or from a SuperinteS 
dent of Police to give definite information of the Sot 

Madanlal: 6 PerS ° nS kn0Wn ^ then > as #™ out hy 

(2) not getting Bombay Maratha Police to come to Delhi to act 
as watchers, spotters and guards at Birla House 

(3) 7el n TlT^V^- al - t0 ?° mbay as was done af ter the mur- 
der. J he police diaries do not indicate that anvtbinff „ 00 ft,i 
was_ obtained from Madanlal aftTthV 24?h jlmLTllS 

^fo^^r aner 'T- 0t the facts of thG case a * d wo- 
E/I P ^' a ? d in not « ettin * him to move the 

Home Secretary of Bombay to see what was being done by 

™57h™ H M \ Banerie . e had been brought in. earner hi 
tarv w™f nl hamn \ enn ^ at M r- V.T. Deheiia the Secre- 
Kf^T ♦ De + ? artment '.who in his turn could have used 
5lS Ve cT nence , t0 * et the Provincial Police 

nlZr ? JJ e n m0Ve ', But a - S ^ the fertili ^ of this course of 
action one can only conjecture. 



Mr. D. W. Mehra, Wit. 23— 

23.175 Witness No. 23, Mr. D.W. Mehra, at the relevant tune was 

the Deputy Inspector General of Police at Delhi. He was a N.W.F.P. - 

Officer His statement is that there was resentment against the 

Mahatma because of his insistence on giving 55 cr ores^ There uere s iw 

big demonstrations outside Birla House at the tame but people occa- 

;ionally objected to the recitation of the Quran at the Mahatma a 

nleetings- Before the bomb was thrown there was ^ judication of any 

danger to his life. When his attention was drawn to l the = statement 

made by other witnesses that people used to shout GANDHLJl KU 

MAKNE DO", his reply was that that was never Drought to his notice 

hot could he recollect anything about large crowds collecting outside 

Birla House and shouting such slogans. 

23176 News of explosion of the bomb was conveyed to him bet- , 
ween 6 and 7 P.M. on 20th January. The information was that a bomb 
fed been exploded but no damage had been done and «obo^y was in- 
jured, and that Mr. Sanjevi had taken over charge of «« ^estaga 
tion. As he himself had high temperature he could not go to the place 
of occurrence. 

23.177 He attended Mahatma's prayer meetings be^^rr *|21st 
and the 24th after which he fell ill again. He dxd not do any mvesti- 
«a+ion himself But he was kept informed about it by Police Superin- 
?eSent S Bhatia, who told him that Madanlal had given a descrip- 
Uon of hfs co-conspirators and they belonged ^ Bombay prince and 
he name of one Sf them was Karkare AH *at is contamed in his 
note Additional police was ordered to be posted at Birla fouse axter 
the bomb incident and Mr. Mehra S a ve .them general instructaons^s 
tn what was to be done by them. He himself went to the Mahatma 
and sugglsted that strict screening of the visitors was necessary He 
rf^ not know whether any instructions had been given to the Police 
to keep a witch on iLrathas (really Maharashtrian*) from Bombay 
Province. 

23.178 The statement of Madanlal made on 20th w a s read °ut to 
th P w tness and he was asked whether from that it should have! 

s\ h ryrlh e e S Po a nce That the ^r^^The^SSSt 
his reply was in the affirmative. When asked if he had given mstruc 
tions to the Police to keep a watch for this class of persons^ ^he said 
hat he gave no such orde?, because Mr. ^? w 1 X , ^ a, SS^;. 
was looking after the entire matter. He himself did «ot ma k | ^J 
suggestion in regard to this matter. When asked whether Foona 
Police, if it had been called in and posted outside Birla House , woum 
hive been able to spot the future murderers, he replied, it is Possime 
SthTv might have been able to do it. It is also W*^.***^ 
mfght not have been able to do it. The question is highly hypotheti- 
cal". 

23179 If they had ordered even suspicious looking Persons ^to be 
searched it would have annoyed Gandhiji and he would have left 
Delhi It was not correct, he said, that when ^offence is committed 
by a person from another Province, the Police of that Jrovmce 
would be called in to help in the mvestigation. It mightha ppen m 
important cases but not ordinarily. He could not say why eomoay 
Police was not called in. 



£* ^ iC?L-»? ° high-powered committee on the 31st Tanin. 
which wasspnt fn t\H q5 iae / acls tr °m them to prepare a notl 

then know as to who would be present at the meeting 

signed and is not datJrf t£ U "f e1 ?' thls is a co Py wh ich is not 
M?. Bane^ee had doubts '^ t0 ^ UP S ° me P ° ints about whi <* 

beenTrfu^ieTcLJrot the ^* SitUati0n * Delhi ^ 

he wfotethS R^f flf'T ^ ine i by M x5" Vaid y a " He was a ^ed why 
ne wi.ote that Rana flew to Bombay when he actually went hv rati 

2S V Z?^ a \ thl i S ° meb °u dy must have told hi m St Ran^ waMf 
Sfble to S a^ y 6 mUSt h3Ve Wrltten "• As t0 wh0 told him he was 

ween ^utn and dOth January and he never mentioned the fact of mm 
SSKoEtT ?f 7' t0 . th ^ witness " he said tha? as ar as he 

be corrlS tta Mr ntS? ^ ? r ' Banerjee ' He did not think « to 
inVto nr a v.r^;i' + ' Rand hawa had suggested to him that people com- 

I tn tlS 'tw ? ^ g S - h °- uld be marched. Nor would he ordinary 

Sid to m^eTS? ^ST*"**? £ dis ™ ss such matt ers with hSm He 

:it was sent to his house by the Superintendent of Se 

r 23 185 When asked by Commission whether a statement of <ni*h 
importance would ordinarily be sent to him, his reply ws'Ve S »bS 

m^^l^tV^ t0 , h / S '*? b6CaUSe ° f hi mLIs a Bu y t e he ad- 
dlnt ShX ti eSOf the statement was given to him by Superinten- 
dent Bhatia. He himself did not try to find out anything because the 
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matter was under Mr. Sanjevi's control. He was shown ihe statement 
of Inspector Balkishan that copies of statement of Madanlal dated 
20th January were sent to all higher Police officers. His reply was 
that he could not remember. But the copies must have been sent to 
his office. He himself was giving no directions nor passing any orders. 

23.186 Mr. Mehra's attention was drawn to his affidavit of the 
4th March, 1967 where he stated that on 21st January he went to see 
Sardar Patel and told him what had passed between him and 
Gandhiji. He replied in the affirmative. When asked if it was in con- 
sultation with him, as stated by Mr. V. Shankar, that the Police force 
wa$ ■ strengthened at Birla House, he said it was not in consultation! 
with him. He was out of the picture. He had on his own volition re- 
solved to attend the prayer meetings whenever he could. He admitted 
that he did get information about the explosion of the bomb on the 
20th January but could not say who gave him the information where- 
upon he went to the place of occurrence on the 21st. He was informed 
by Bhatia* or someone else that Jaswant Singh and another had been 
flown to Bombay, but these officers were not sent after consultation 
with him. He came to know about it after the officers had been sent. 
He was later told by Superintendent Bhatia or Rikhikesh that the 
officers were told not to do anything on their 1 own but to leave the 
whole thing to the Police in Bombay because Mr. Nagarvala knew 
about the conspiracy and he was taking all effective steps but he 
could not remember when those people told him about the return of 
the officers. 

23.187 Mr. Mehra again repeated that the note which was sent to 
the high-powered committee was prepared by him because Mr. 
Sanjevi had asked him to do so. He got the facts from Bhatia or 
Rikhikesh and prepared a note and sent it to Mr, Sanjevi who* made 
corrections. When asked why in that statement he did not refer to the 
fuller statement of Madanlal, his reply was that He got the facts 
from Bhatia and Rikhikesh and whatever they told him to be the 
statement of Madanlal he accepted it. He did not know at the time 
that a fuller statement had been made. It was correct that he did not 
mention either the 'Agrani' or the 'Hindu Rashtra' in his note; that 
was because he had seen neither of the statements and the facts were 
given by Rikhikesh or Bhatia. 

23.188 When he was asked if it would be correct to infer from 
this that the 'Agrani* or the 'Hindu Rashtra' or their editors were 
never mentioned by Madanlal and it was afterwards that the fact was 
introduced, his answer was that he could not say anything because 
he had not seen the original statement. He took the facts from Rikhi- 
kesh or Bhatia. Reference to all Police officers in his note was to 
Police officers in Delhi and not Police officers outside Delhi. Presum- 
ably the only facts which could have been sent to those officers were 
the ones which were given in his note at page 3. It was not possible 
from the descriptions given in his note to identify Nos. 1, 2, 5 and 6 
but it might have been possible to identify 3 and 4. He himself had 
no personal knowledge about anything nor was he consulted. He came 
to know about the conspiracy to murder Mahatma Gandhi on the 21st 
probably from Bhatia or Rikhikesh. He himself had no personal know- 
ledge of what statement Madanlal had made or what statement of 
Madanlal was given to Mr. Rana. Upto the 1st February 1948 he was 
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not aVare of the steps the Bombay Police iwnl Lii.ni as fco fete tttfioj 
mation that was sent to them and it was not big duly to (irul out whal 
was happening there particularly when he was not well. He could 
not remember discussing question of conspiracy with Mr. Bannerjrn 
on the 21st or after the 21st. 

23.189 When cross-examined by Mr. Chawla, he said that in his 
opinion the bomb was not thrown as a matter of demonstration only. 
But he could not say whether it was to murder Mahatma Gandhi or 
to threaten him but it was not an attempt to kidnap> Gandhijl 

23.190 It was the duty of the Superintendent of Police to inform 
the District Magistrate of any important occurrence which took place 
in Delhi; whether he did so or did not he could not say but he should 
have done so. The D.I.B. had direct approach to the Secretary, Minis- 
try of Home Affairs and he could have given this information to him 
and he should have done so. When asked what is expected of an offi- 
cer of the rank of Nagarvala to do when the information was given 
to him, he said normally an officer of the Bombay Police should have 
been deputed to help these police officers in the investigation of the 
case. 

23.191 The evidence of this officer is not of much importance be-i 
cause he does not seem. to have been able to take much interest in the 
investigation. He was, as he says, ill most of the time although other 
witnesses, e.g. Mr. Bannerjee etc. seem to have met him during that 
period. He himself out of his volition had undertaken to attend 
Gandhi ji's prayer meetings and did as a matter of fact interview him 
to get his consent to proposals of security measures. As the matter is 
old, there can be honest differences as to certain events. Secondly, 
Mr. Sanjevi himself had taken charge of investigation and evidence 
shows* that he. was averse to anyone else interfering in his investiga- 
tion; even his Deputy, Mr. M.K. Sinha was snubbed by him. 

23.192 However, this officer sent a note, Ex. 10 A, to the high 
powered meeting on February 1 or 31st January, 1948. That did not 
mention the editor or proprietor of the Agrani or the "Hindu Rash- 
triya'l But his explanation is that it was prepared by or from the 
material supplied by his subordinates, i.e., Superintendent Bhatia or 
Rikhikesh. Whatever be the modus of prepiaration of the document, 
it has an apparent and important omission. The Commission is unable 
to get much assistance from this officer's statement except what has 
been said above. It appears that illness and Mr. Sanjevi seem to have 
been responsible for his ineffectiveness. 

M. K. Sinha, Wit 44— 

23.193 Witness No. 44, Mr. M.K. Sinha, Deputy Director in the 
Intelligence Bureau, stated that there was a very strong Hindu Maha- 
sabha and R.S.S movement in Maratha speaking part of Bombay and 
C- P. and parts of Bihar but he could not say that there was an anti- 
Gandhi movement although there was a great deal of anti-Gandhi; 
talk in those parts especially because of Gandhiji's attitude towards 
Pakistan. He received no reports from Bombay or C.P. about _ anti- 
Gandhi movement which was likely to burst into violence and He had 
had no reports of that kind from Abmednagar or from Poona. As he 
was Deputy Director 'A' and in charge of communal and political 



matters in the country, he received no reports from Bombay or CP. 
about any movement tending to use violence against Gandhrp or 
against the Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru. 

23, 194 He had no information about the conspiracy but had heard 
rumours thatf the person who had thrown the bomb had made a con- 
fession suggesting the existence of a conspiracy. No information was 
Officially received by bim in the Bureau in regard to the conspiracy 
or the persons who' were in it. He had heard only rumours that 
iVIadanlal had made a confession. Mr. Sanjevi himself gave him no 
information and knowing Mr. Sanjevi as he did, he could not ask him 
anything If any reports were coming from Bombay m regard to per- 
sons who were subsequently prosecuted for the murder of Gandhpi, 
they must have been with Mr. Sanjevi who never took the senior 
officers of the Bureau into confidence. 

23 195 On the day of the funeral he asked Mr. Mehra as to what 
they were doing to protect Gandhiji. His reply was that Gandnin did 
not' want police protection. 

23 196 He added, "I asked him why he could not have a cordon of 
plainclothes policemen around Mahatma Gandhi. I cannot remember 
what he said." 

23197 On 31st January, 1948, after the funeral there was an in- 
formal meeting at the house of the Home Minister. Amongst those 
who were present were the Prime Minister, the Premier of V. i\, 
Mr R. N. Bannerjee and Mr. Sanjevi. The witness has heard that 
Madanlal's statement was read by Pantji who asked Sanjevi as to 
why he did not arrest or arrange to get those persons named by 
Madanlal arrested. His reply was that no names had been mentioned 
^ the statemenit, But Pantji told him that ^P^^^S 6 ^ 
dresses were mentioned and he could easily have arrested those per- 
sons. 

*?3198 The witness was shown Ex. 36 or Ex. 6 and he was asked 
if he could arrest anyone from the description given thereunder. His 
reply was in the affirmative and he mentioned the person described 
at "No 5 i.e., the editor of the Rashtriya and Agrani Karkare and 
Maharaj' because the information regarding the editors and mana- 
gers of the newspapers was always available with the UUJ. 

23 Wff The witness was then shown Ex. 5A and he was asked if 
he could arrest anybody from that. His reply was: — 

"It is possible from this statement to- trace some of the cons- 
pirators in Bombay particularly those who used to vjfflt 
Deccan Guest House, Abmednagar. Once Karkare g > name 
was mentioned and he could be located it should have 
been possible .to arrest others. This could have been done 
by keeping a watch all the 24 hours; over Deccarj Guest 
House or over Karkare or wherever he was residing. 

Ex. 5A looks like an aide memotire." 
23.200 He was shown the police case diaries ; and he said JhaMt 
had appeared to him that the information about the 



conspirators 
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must have been obtained on the first or the second day after the arrest 
of Madanial. He added that: — 

kL I still think that if adequate and prompt action had been taken, 
to locate the persons described in Madanlal's statement, 
then the assassination should have been prevented. I had 
heard rumours when I was here that whispers about the 
conspiracy were current in Bombay and were even known 
to officials." 

23.201 The witness said that if information had been given to him 
about MadanJal's statement, he at once would have got into touch 
with the Bombay C.LD. on the secraphone and told them, what had 
happened and that they should try to locate and arrest the persons! 
whose descriptions had been given by Madjanlal. If there were two 
C.I.D.s, he would have got into touch with the Inspector General of 
Police and he would be in touch with the Bombay C.LD. or the Poona 
C.LD. constantly to find out the progress of the investigation. 

23.202 He himself had no information about the hostile camp at 
Poona. Mr. Sanjevi may have given information to the Home Minis- 
ter but he gave no information to the witness. He could not say whe- 
ther Mr. Sanjevi went to Sardar Patel as Inspector General or the 
D.I.B. 

23.203 The witness never saw a copy of the statement of Madan- 
ial before it was handed over to Mr. Pant. Whatever came to the LB. 
was regularly kept in the files. The D. I. B. or the I. G. P. 
should have got information from the Special Branch of the C.I.D. 
Bombay. 

23.204 In reply to a question by the Commission, the witness 
said— 

"If I had 'been in charge of the police in Delhi, after knowing 
that the persons in the conspiracy were Maharashtrians, 
I would have got some plainclothes men from Maharashtra 
and would have placed them as kind of identifiers so tthat 
no stranger or suspicious person approached Gandhiji". 

"It would have been better if Madanial had been taken to Bom- 
bay as it was proposed at one time because it might then 
have been easier to identify persons in the conspiracy and to 
arrest them". , 

He added that if the information had been given to him in Bombay 
he would have the persons mentioned by the Delhi Police to be 
shadowed and bottled them in Bombay. 

23.205 The evidence of this witness shows what attitude Mr. 
Sanjevi had regarding his subordinates. It alteo shows that there was 
a strong Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. movement in Maharashtra, Nag- 
pur and Bihar. But the witness could not say if there was an anti- 
Gandhi movement though there was anti-Gandhi talk. There were 
no reports of a violent anti-Gandhi propaganda in Ahmednagar or 
in Poona, nor were there any reports of mentioning violent anti- 
Gandhi intentions of anyone. 

23.206 To protect Gandhiji, a cordon of plainclothes policemen 
should have been put, he said. 
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sent Madanial to Bombay. 
Dasondha Singh, Wit. 14— 

23.209 Witness No. 14 ^^^^X^A^T^e 
pector) was the Station House ™ ' ' g^House. The First 
Station within the Jurisdxction of wh*h ay a ^ a though the info r- 
Informatxon Report w- wntten a t H ^^ ^ Houge 

mant was Mi. K..N. ^"iS'^-.,- nd ttien made recoveries from 
6.00 p.m. -"dir^^at^danWand then^ ^ t 

his person. Froji f nla t ilou se int errogated by senior police 

&£?&%% SnTa^thfSte^t made b , Madanial 

on 20th January, 1948. iwr^^iul 

disclosed that one ot '^^^fl. editor of the "Bashttw and 

^^2S^J&% ! &^°> down - paragraph 

16 ™ smXXstated before him that the object ot the conspire 

was to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi. Suoerill tendent Jaswant 

23.212 Before the two officers . °?^T?tay took from him a 

this witness, had been venfied durmg the ^nvest ga ^ 

S;t«f|SUt W of the statement of 

^^^m^ of s the nd Cfothes trrarhed 

"N.V.G." and the name given by Go dse asLra P be Hig 

gis ter did ^^gB& " le^xSes at that stage, 
reply was that it was a mcu _ ^ ^ 

23.216 In diai T No^ 11 dated 30th January "Nathuram 

murder of Mahatma G»^£££ wL had gone to Birla House 
Vinayak Godse" was *e same Person ^ and h 

with Madanial ^"^SSd^iSadanlal as editor of the Rasht- 
the very man who was de s«JDea ^ na Hotel 

riya newspaper and who had staged at 



^SlSSSSfW ^ at Deput y Superintendent 
Therefore, it%TX>?SSLS fofhim? 3 t^t 5? &S,t ?*»"*■ 
he had given a copy of the statemL+T £■ r£ m the ' caSe diar V tha * 
Jaswant Singh). He re tested th^i *& h f 1 T (Deputy Superintendent 
taken a copy of the sEntnf w? if ( aS ™ nt Sin ^ h must have 
to him, ufthe-stetSSfe o^ thevtv^^ h /' the witness £ ave 
not necessary to so state in the 51 vS^f day and that * w ^ 
Jaswant Singh was the VSu" copy^' the'Salemelf ** ^ ^ t0 

lal Sf^gi^^^^^-P 1 ?^ he sai dthat Madan- 
did not know nL ^me S onlv Sf; tt S S? * S ^ knew > Madanlal 
corporated in the case diiv SlJ, , t 5' e J deScnptl0n which was in- 
the conspirator. T belonged to and „ iv fl^ 1 £ lm wllat P lac es 
could not get any morfinSrmation iSm &£Sti** ^ **? 
23.219 The evidence of this witness shows that- 

(1) l1 a t d h p n fii,r ade ? e state r nt ^corporated in paragraph 
lo tlie first case diary on 20th January, 1948. pdrdgrapn 

(2) An Urdu copy of the statement was given to Denut i, 

sss^i J s isa m " is £ «t fhe" 

tion of M^anlaT * W3S PreSent at the ^erroga- 

(3) kffi k 18 * state + ment ^ Mad anlal did not give the name of 
Sfe,, R ™ entl ° ned the edit0 ^ and the manage™ the 

. Hindu Rashtnya" and Agrani Maratha newspapers 

4 The editor had given his name to Madanlal as Deshpande. 
(5) He does not know anything about Ex. 5 or Ex. 5A. 
Inspector Jai Dayal, Wit. 16— 

""^SwanS^Ln w t take \ eCaU 1 6 Deputy Superintendent 
Jaswant Singh had left much earlier. Probably the correct 
thing was about sending it to Bombay and not with De 
puty Superintendent Jaswant Singh. 

23.223 In cross-examination he stated that he did not km. ,,tt,. 
ther Ex. 5 was recorded by him or by somebody else 

N0TE lhe' ori a gUlT, t ol CommisSi0n M n °' *~ ««■ «» ge, 



23.224 Before starting the interrogation of Madanlal, he did not 
have any police papers before him. The only thing he knew was that 
Madanlal had thrown a bomb and had been arrested at the spot. He did 
not even know what investigation had been carried out before. He 
said that the statement made by Madanlal on the 20th night and re- 
corded in case diary No. 1 was not given to him. Before the 23rd Jan- 
uary no statement had been made to him by Madanlal. Whatever 
statement was made was recorded on .the! 23rd and completed on the 
24th. As far as he could remember, during the interrogation of Madan- 
lal Rai Sahib Rikhikesh was not present. Th^L witness was in the in- 
vestigation of the case for three or four days as from the 21st January. 
He was only interrogating the accused and recording his statement. 
The full statement of Madanlal which he recorded was in English. 

23.225 So this witness can throw no light on the authorship of 
Ex. 5A or the occasion of its being prepared, and all he did was to 
interrogate Madanlal on 23rd January and record his statement in 
English. 

Mehta Kartar Singh, Wit. 21— 

23.226 Mehta Kartar Singh, witness No. 21, was an Inspector in 
the CJ.Di at the time ; the bomb was thrown. He took part in the in- 
vestigation soon after the offence was committed and interrogated 
Madanlal first at Birla House and then at Parliament Street Police 
Station. The others present at the time were Police Superintendents 
A. N. Bhatia, Pt. Jagan Nath and Rai Sahib Rikhikesh besides De- 
puty Superintendent Kartar Singh, After looking at Ex. 36, the first 
alleged statement of Madanlal, he said that the statement was about 
that long. Whatever was contained) in that document correctly re- 
presents what Madanlal stated. He gave one name, i.e., Karkare, and 
gave the description of others, and whatever was stated at No. 5, i.e., 
editor of the "Agrani" and "Hindu Rashtriya" was a correct record 
of what was given by Madanlal. 

23.227 He was told that the officers going to Bombay took a docu- 
ment with them containing the description of persons as given by 
Madanlal. He was shown the precis Ex. 5 but as he had not seen it be- 
fore he could not say whether that was taken to Bombay. He could 
not say anything about the fictitious number of the car DLH 9435. 

23.228 He went with the police party to Marina Hotel on 20th Jan- 
uary and they came to know that some of the associates of Madanlal 
stayed there. On search they only found a "printed hand-bill" and 
nothing more. The two associates had stayed there under the name 
of Deshpande. 

23.229 They did not send anybody to the railway station or the 
bus stop at it 'was late in the night, to prevent the escape of Madan- 
lal's companions but the Superintendent of Police did send some 
people. 

23.230 He himself did not give any description of the accused but 
Superintendent; of Police must have done so. 

23.231 He stated that the police practice was that as long asi the 
accused was in police custody, they continued to interrogate nim and 



record what was stated by him and vAu>n ttorifttaMn/t IS finished, it 
is put in as a consolidated statement and Wx. 1 was that .statement, 

t£* ?f H + °ll ls T^' a ^ a matter of rcfetlhe, checked every day by 
the CI.D. stafl and the Frontier Hindu Hotel and the Sharif Hotel 
must have been so checked on the 20th but he himself did| not go to 
any ff° 9 e i^ r tha * the Marina Hotel. He went to the Sharif Hotel 
on the 24th He could not say whether after the description he got 
Irom Madanlal any instructions were given to the C J.D. police to 
check those hotels with the particular object of finding out the com- 
panions of Madanlal. 

_ 23.233 In cross-examination, he stated that as a CI.D officer he 
did keep diaries which were sent to his superior officers but he could 
not say what had happened to them. In his first statement, Madanlal 
did not give the towns to which the companions belonged but he gave 
some details from which it was possible to find out their places of re- 
sidence or of their activities. He gave the name of editor of "Hindu 
Kashtnya" and "Agrani" from which it was easy to find out who he 
was referring to and it was for the officers who went to Bombay or 
for the Bombay Police to find out about this newspaper. He was asked 
if it was not possible to find out about Gopal Godse and Karkare who 
stayed for the night of 20th and the 21st at the Frontier Hotel ' had 
there been a routine check by the C.I.D., he replied he could not ans- 
wer that question. 

23.234 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla, he said that he knew 
that a statement of Madanlal was taken to Bombay by the police offi- 
cers because this was discussed among the officers at the time. 

23.235 On their return from Bombay, the police officers were com- 
plaining of lack of cooperation from the Bombay Police. But he could 
not remember which Bombay officer's name was mentioned by the 
Delhi Police 1 officers. He could not say whether Madanlal was delibera- 
tely not giving the names of his companions. Madanlal must have 
been examined for about two hours on the 20th by this witness Ma- 
danlal gave the name of Karkare as "Kirkree" and so it was taken 
down like that. The other particulars were given by Madanlal and 
they were so taken down. From the examination of "the Marina Ho- 
tel registers he concluded that the persons staying there were Maha- 
rashtrian. Putting the statement of Madanlal with what they learnt 
at the Marina Hotel, they concluded that the companions of Madanlal 
were from Bombay side. 

23.236 The statement of Inspector Mehta Kartar Singh thus 
shows — 

(1) In the first statement of Madanlal, the editor of the Rash- 

triya and Agrani was mentioned but it was not disclosed 
where the conspirators belonged to. 

(2) The mention of the name 'Deshpande' showed that the 
accomplices were Maharashtrians from Bombay side. 

(3) Hotels in the city were checked as a matter of course but 
as a matter of fact the Sharif Hotel was checked on 24th 
January and the Frontier Hotel after the murder. 
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Kartar Singh, Wit. 26 — 

23.237 Witness No. 26, Kartar Singh, was Deputy Superintendent 
of Police C.I.D. at the time of the bomb incident. He said that before 
nnd even on the 20th January 1948 the Delhi Police did not know that 
Mahatma's life was in danger. The statement, Ex. 36, which is para- 
graph 15 in the first case diary, was taken down in his presence. Be- 
utid giving the name of Karkare and the description of other cocon- 
spirators Madanlal could not give any other information as to their 
identity, tout he did mention the name of a newspaper Hindu KasM- 
nya whose editor was one of the conspirators. 

23238 The witness had a distinct recollection that Mr. Sanjeyi 
had, before the murder, ordered that Madanlal should be flown to 
Itombay so that he could be interrogated there but somehow or the 
other Mr. Sanjevi countermanded his previpus orders. 

23.239 Arrangements were made for watch at the railway sta- 
tions but the description given was so meagre and » ^°™**J| 
that it was not possible to arrest anyone. Mr. S^^^^^S 
in the matter of investigation. The witness was of the opinion that 
he Bombay CI.D. was superior to the CI.D organisation at Delhi 
n Delhi it was at that time disorganised and was a hotch-potch He 
had no recollection whether a copy of the fuller statement of Madan- 
lal was sent to Bombay or not. His attention was drawn to case diary 
No ^ at page 49 (English copy) where it is stated, that officers of the 
Hmdu Mahasabha and other important places should be secret y 
watched because the Hindu Mahasabha and the . R^S had* hand m 
the conspiracy and they had a strong foothold in Delhi. He i said that 
attem P ts P were made to find out from % places mentioned whether 
any of the conspirators was still in Delhi. 

23 240 Whatever was stated by Madanlal was correctly taken 
down bvDasondha Singh on the 20th January but the records were 
nor^aJched by this witness to find out who the editor of the Agrani 
ot tteffinS RasKtra was, nor did he know why ithe orders for send- 
ing Madanlal to Bombay were countermanded From l the : 21st <on- 
wards, important hotels were covered! and a watch kept. That was 
the practice. . - 

23.241 The statement of this witness, Deputy Superintendent Kar- 
tar Singh thus corroborates the fact that— 

(1) The statement, Ex. 36, i.e., paragraph 15 of the first case 

diary was made by Madanlal and correctly recorded by 
Dasondha Singh. 

(2) Name of Karkare was disclosed. 

(3) Madanlal did mention the editor of the Agrani or the Hindu 
Rashtriya newspaper. _ «/^ e 

(4) From 21st onward important hotels were watched. Of this, 
Commission finds no evidence. 

(5) The Hindu Mahasabha and the ft.S.S. were suspected as hav- 

ing a hand in the offence. 

Dayal Singh, Wit. 60— 

23 242 Deputy Superintendent Dayal Singh witness No 60 was a 
DistrfcflnspeS of Police in January 1948, He was associated wrth 



l« + ^T g£ l ° n .u f ihe bomb case from 21st onwards. He stated that 
he took part m the interrogation of Madanlal on the list and asafn 
on 22nd January and interrogation was continued on the 23rd £o 
X % m T e v the ^rogation on the 24th upto 9.30 p.m but before 
that Mehta Puran Chand, Advocate, interviewed Madanlal £met£e' 
in the day. He said that the statement made by Madanlal which was 
recorded on the 24th was not in the case diary and the oil attached 
wetting" 56 dmry N °' 12 dat6d Febmary *• 19i8 ' was n °t in hfi hand 

Vi,'i+ f " 2 S Madal ? lal stated that they would be coming another time 
but he did not give any names. He made a clean breast and I has con 
fessional statement was recorded. What names, if any were gfvenhe" 
could not remember as the matter was 20 years old He wa S™ 
case diary No. 12 and he said that it shows most of the fac?s staTeo 
by Madanlal to him. He added, "I think he did give some Ses bit I 
cannot remember which ones they were". His duty was only S help in 
^interrogation of Madanlal. When that was over, hi s connection 
wtth the case finished. He was being assisted by Inspector jS DayaL 

a^t 3 if\l n cross : exa m in ation he stated that he had not seen the case 
d S I » V r T 0}XS i da y u befor e taking over the interrogation nor 

statement oT>£f 9n+/7 b ° dy tol 4 him that Madanlal had made 
statement on the 20th January. The police officers were asking 

Madanlal to disclose true facts and whatever the witnes<f came to 
know was recorded in his case diary No. 2A and case diaries 4 Tand 
W&%Z eQ ° r ^ 8 ? f } h ? statemen t of Madanlal finished on the 24th 
He gave the original statement of Madanlal taken down bv him for 
being typed to Inspector Jail Dayal. He wrote on a white sheet of 
paper. He could not remember over how many pages it extended If 

™L st l- temeI A h -? d bee ? i ^ Ur , du 1 l lt would hav e been attached with the 
case diary. As it was m English it had to be typed and it wasnot in! 
eluded in the diary. The statement was never returned to him. 

. 2 f: 2i l He did fpt meet the DIG., Mr. Mehra, at the time of the 
investigation He did go to his house to explain the facts to him but 
he was not at home. 

23.246 He did not know how many copies of the statement were 

Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri — 

23.247 Statement of Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri who was General Sec- 
retary of the All-India Hindu Mahasabha at the relevant tfme was 
recorded by the Bombay Police on March 14, 1948 Ex 279 Mr Lahfri 

Delhi h^ i h3t sinc \ Jul y 1947- Hindu Mahasabhf BhavaTat New 
Delhi had a large number of refugees laying there. Before Julv 1947 
they used to maintain a register of residents but all this ha d to be 

Ma e danla P l feT^S ° f H ?l UgeQS - He never knew Aether 
ht «,« tni? Y 1 o! he ? hawan but he came to know about him when 

e2S iSK $5 POli 1 - e C ^ e t0 S6arCh the Bhawan *S 
he wa, aSflTht L °-2° Ck - T ^ P °, llCe did not ^ uestion him although 

terroStS « Sribn ^ e l r °!l tl0n bUt he Was t0ld the P° lice had in- 
terrogated a Sadhu who had been stay ng in room No 3 "for about 
three weeks previous^ * raiW ' ii for apom 
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23.248 He knew Nathuram Godse for eight or nine years as one of 
the workers of the Hindu Mahasabha from Poona. He also knew that 
he was running a daily newspaper iC the Agnani" which subsequent- 
ly became "Hindu Rashtra". In 1946, he and Apte came to Delhi a num- 
ber of time and the last he met him was either in June 1947 when All 
India Committee meeting was held or it may be in August 1947 when 
the All Indian Hindu Convention was held but he could not be sum He 
also knew Karkare who had gone to Calcutta and then to Noakhali 
in November 1946 with a letter of introduction to him (Lahiri). He 
also sent some money for Noakhali Relief Fund but he had not seen 
him on any other occasion. He neither knew Gopal Godse nor Badge 
nor Shankar; nor had he heard of their names and nor did he know 
that they were residing in room No. 3 between the 15th and the 20th 
January 1948. He denied having received any chit or slip from Nathu- 
ram Godse for giving accommodation to any person in the Bhawan 
but he was unable to say if the Hony. Superintendent temporarily 
incharge at that time, Dr..Satya Prakash, had received any. 

23.249 In his further statement, Ex. 279A, he said that he did not 
see Nathuram Godse, Apte or Karkare in Delhi in the month of Jan- 
uary, 1948, and he had no knowledge if Apte sent any telegram to 
Savarkar on January 19, 1948, from New Delhi. He did not deposit 
any money. with him (Lahiri) for a telegram or anything else 
(Reference probably is to a telephone). 

23.250 Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, Superintendent of Police, Delhi, 
sent a progress report on February 13, 1948, regarding the activities 
of the Hindu Mahasabha and R.S.S. workers. It said that Ashutosh 
Lahiri had been interrogated but he denied having met Madanlal but 
he did l^now Godse since 1939 and had been meeting him off and on. 
He was at Bombay when Mahatma Gandhi was assassinated which 
was only natural. 

23.251 In his progress report of February 4, 1948, Rai Sahib Ri- 
khikesh sent a copy of the statement of Ashutosh Lahiri dated Feb- 
ruary 14, 1948. He had denied seeing or knowing Madanlal but he did 
know Godse since 1939 or so but that was in connection with the 
Hindu Mahasabha work. He was emphatic that Godse did not see him 
in the Hindu Mahasabha Bhavan before or after the bomb explosion. 
He explained the reasons for his not subscribing to the pledge which 
Gandhiji required. He was arrested on February 6, 1948. 

Conclusion — 

23.252 The course of investigation followed at Bombay and at 
! )elhi after the bomb was thrown and before the murder has been 
discussed at great length under the headings "Investigation at 
I >elhi" and "Investigation at Bombay". It is important to remark that 
I lie real investigating police was the Delhi Police and if any informa- 
tion was conveyed to the Bombay Police by the Delhi Police, then it 
could only be on a requisition as provided in section 54 (ninthly) 
|f the Code of Criminal Procedure. That in the present case wasnot 
< l< me. At least there is no evidence to show that that section was comp- 
lied with. The clause ninthly was not applicable to Bombay and there- 
fore the information if it had been sent under ninthly would have been 
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on a par with information upon which a Police governed by the Crj 
-minal Procedure Code would have acted under the first clause of SBi 

tion 54 of the Criminal Procedure Code which corresponds to seel 

33(a); of City of Bombay Police Act, 1902. 

23.253 The Commission has pointed out the various lapses on thl 
part of the Inspector General of Police of Delhi, Mr Sanjevi It tu 
also pointed out that the Police daily diaries of Delhi Investigatiaa 
are not a great compliment to the detective abilities of the Delhi 
Police. Beyond a very routine kind of investigation which the caail 
diary disclosed, nothing was done with that earnestness and that alj 
cnty which an attempt on the life of Mahatma Gandhi required .,i 
deserved. As far as the commission has been able to see, there w;m 
routine interrogation of Madanlal which- went on from 20th to 24th 
and even then the disclosure was not of any very grealt use. 

23.254 The Delhi Police have said and the diaries show tlui 
Madanlal had disclosed on the very first day the name of Karkare and 
indicated that one of the conspirators was the editor of the "Agrani" 
and the"Hindn Rashtriya". and that a precis of this statement of 
Madanlal's was taken to Bombay and shown to Mr. Nagarvala, Deputy 
Commissioner of Police there who took notes therefrom. But Mr. 
Nagarvala did nothing to help the Delhi Police in the matter of in- 
vestigation and arrest of Karkare. 

23.255 Commission has discussed the question of the name of the 
"Agrani" or the "Hindu Rashlra" being conveyed to Mr. Nagarvala 
at great length under the heading "Exhibit 5-A". In the opinion of 
the Commission, that information was not carried as claimed by the 
Delhi Police. Mr. Nagarvala has denied it and Commission taking all 
the circumstances into consideration sees no reason for disbelieving 
Mr. Nagarvala on that point. But the fact remains that if the editor 
of the anti-Gandhi and militant Hindu Mahasabha paper the "Agrani" 
was disclosed to the Delhi Police', they made little use of it in" order 
to find who the editor was or to take any steps to get him apprehen- 
ded, or to keep a close watch to nab him if he landed in Delhi as in- 
deed he did on 27th January and was even reconnoitring Birla House 
on the 29th and practising revolver shooting behind Birla Mandir on 
the 30th. 

23.256 The clues which the Delhi Police got as to the Hindu Sabha 
connection of the conspirators was made no use of by the Delhi Police. 
No investigation was done at the Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan 
where a majority of the conspirators had stayed and from where they 
had even booked a long distance call to the Private Secretary or in 
the alternative, to the Bodyguard of Savarkar. If it had been 'invest i- 
gated and discovered at an earlier stage, it might have led to more 
fruitful results. Commission is not unaware of the fact that the 
documents showing the making of the long distance call were not with 
in the knowledge of anyone in the Bhawan on the day the call was 
booked; but the point for emphasis is that if an investigation had 
been done at Hindu Mahasabha Bhawan then the making of the long 
distance call could have been discovered. Even Mr. Ashutosh Lahiri' 
who knew Nathuram Godse very well and also knew Apte, and whom 
Godse and Apte, according to their statement, met on the 19th at 




night, has a grievance that he was not examined on the mght bet- 
ween the 20th and the 21st although he was staying at Hindu Maha- 
•u.bha Bhawan. When the Commission observes that this wag a serious 
L.cuna in the investigational process it does not mean to say that .the 
, esult would necessarily have been fruitful But the fact remains that 
il.is track was never attemped and the Police were satisfied with 
I he perfunctory investigation which was done at the Hindu Maha- 
:;abha Bhawan on the night of the 20th January, 1948. 

23 257 The Police has claimed on the basis of a document, Ex. 244, 
that they had sent out the localTTJ-D. a report giving the description 
of the alleged conspirators, which they say proves the correctness of 
Ex 6 Madlnlal's first statement. But that document, a photostat copy 
of which is attached, has so many contradictory entries on it that it 
could not have been of any use putting out this information and it is 
surprising that a document like this should have been produced at such 
a late stage. 

■ 23 258 As to the quality of protective measures taken at Birla 
House the Commission has discussed the matter at great length lo 
the Delhi Police the only method which suggested itself was the 
search of all these, persons going to the prayer meetings, to which 
Satma Gandhi was strongly opposed. No other measures suggested 
themselves to the Police. But what Mr. Handoo and Mr. Jetley have 
t^eSir^erl metres worthwhile trying although in matters 
Shis no one can say that any particular meas ^^ would have 
been foolproof particularly in the case of a person like ™atma 
Gfn\rw P ho°wa? absolutely free from fear o^f^lnutry^Ts 
faith in God As a matter of fact he went on the 27th January iy», 
to the Urs of Khwaja Qutub-ud-din Bukhtiyar at Mehrauli where a 
ohotograph taken and published in the 'Hindustani Times' of 28th 
£uafy sLws Mm mixed in a crowd and not even Mr. Haiidoos 
nrntoctiU measures would have worked in a place like that. The 
SuesUon isTot what would have succeeded or would not have suc- 
cSed? the Tuition is that taking of the suggested protective 
measures which in the present case was not done. 

23 259 The officials of the Delhi Administration and the' Secretary 
of the ^istrvo Home Affairs were evidently ignorant of the conspi- 
L, 7 tr fmt inter It was the duty of the Police to have given them pro- 
racy to murder. It was . ne > * * th ffl themselves did not 

Mmin^ 

If pliSe'offidals to glveThem that formation. The anxiety of the 
^cfaMom^n New Delhi to take any intelligent interest in the inves- 
?£a fon Z the bomb case is not indicated by any tangible evidence. 
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CHAPTER XXIV 
EXHIBIT 5- A 

24.1 Towards the end of his judgment in the Gandhi Murder case, 
the learned Special Judge, Mr. Atma Charan, made the following re- 
marks in regard to the conduct of the police in the investigation of the 
bomb case — 

"I may bring; to the notice of the Central Government the slack- 
ness of the Police in the investigation of the cases during the 
period between 20th January, 1948 and; 30th January, 1948. 
The Delhi Police had obtained a detailed statement from 
Madanlal K. Pahwa soon after his arrest on 20th January, 
1948. The Bombay Police had also been reported the state- 
ment of Dr. J.C. Jain that he had made to the Hon'ble Mr. 
Morarji Desai on 21st January, 1948. Thei Delhi Police and 
the Bombay Police had contacted each other soon after these 
two statements had been made, Yet the Police miserably 
failed to derive any advantage from these two statements. 
Had the slightest keenness been shown in the investigation 
of the case at that stage the tragedy probably could have 
been averted". 

24.2 Upon this, explanations, technically termed comments, were 
called of the Bombay Police as well as of the Delhi Police. Mr. Sanjevi 
for the Delhi Police "gave his side of the story in a note, Ex. 7, to which 
he attached eight annexures. This note has been dealt with in a pre- 
vious chapter. 

24.3 The Bombay Police, i.e., Mr. Nagarvala, was also required to 
give its explanation though technically it may not be so designated, 
which it did and is* marked Ex. 14 which has also been discussed in a 
previous chapter. 

24.4 When Ex, 14 was received by the Bombay Government Secre- 
tariat, certain notings were made on it, Ex. 168, more important of 
which were — 

(1) why did the Delhi Police not bring Madanlal's statement of 

January 20, 1948; 

(2) what efforts were made to establish contact with Delhi 
Police; 

(3) what action did Rana take on Madanlal's statement; 

(4) did Nagarvala spot an editor of a newspaper whose initials 

were N.V.G. from Poona; 

(5) did Nagarvala go to Ahmednagar to look for links of Madan- 

lal? 

24.5 Ex. 169 shows that Nagarvala's letter, with its annexures, 
were ordered to be sent to the Government of India, but these papers 
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made ,„„ f in.ed grf, ta ^Ke espiaiSt^-? "■ »* 
lS thaffLf ' he b ° mb ex l*> si <»» >"d statement of Madan- 

Sal 23 £*Sj ss^Sffi SeS^to sur Sf 

<2> Se'and Sg hS '^ a " P ° SSible ste P s l ° "rest Kar- 

was » d»,„ y ,„ d -,»« m e te °SSLS£ 

amoS "itSXla^hS^ ^ n f fc^VT™ 
neighbourhood, plainclothes policemen i?Z ^hal oart g of S d ^" 
Province should have been summoned to Mh so that ?L E 
havs i beer , able to identify those persons °« *£?<££* ^ifi. 

S»p&^^a^xfe&^ <° r "»' s f»*ng plain- 
Police but that the Bombay Police ?S n £?. TIV* th ? Bomb » 
their refusal to take the idea of fh» ™5,L . lo blame because oi- 
ly although rule of —s°J^\SP£\&tT£%t Sai ° US - 

24.11 On this, Sardar Patel on April 2 194Q wrr..« i.i 
saying that he agreed that plain clofhes policemen froS n**?* 
should have been summoned to identify thf SiratoJ 'TnH ST?*? 

rBo^z v a %t h s f s P ent a ^A'Caja?; 

to Bomoay, liie matter was submitted to +h* w™m 1 ^ ■ 
Minister. His endorsement on this Tote t dated' Apri? f 194^ 

March 3 2 ^h?r£^ note' dated 

of Delhi, who flew on January 2 194 ! cX^eved to l£? h w ° ffiC T 
the information given by Madanlal ahnntlZ? ■ r " Na S ar vala 
Karkare of AhnAn^'i^SSiS^ £? SK^S**® 
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full statement of Madanlal was discussed between Mr. Rana> Deputy 
Inspector General, C.I.D., Poona and Mr. Sanjevi on 25th January, 
1948. The Bombay Police had aj&©; in the meanwhile, received infor- 
mation from Professor Jain about the conspiracy to murder Gandhiji 
but they were acting under the belief of a wide ^conspiracy to kidinap 
Gandhiji and they would not take any action to arrest persons mention- 
ed by Madanlal on the theory that if they were arretted the others 
would go underground and they thought it safe to arrest Karkare and 
Badge only. This note was seen by Sardar Patel on March 8, 1949, and 
he ordered that comments of Bombay Police be awaited. It was sent 
on to the Prime Minister who saw it on 8th March, 1949. There is a 
note at page 5 of this file and at the back of Ex. 7D to the following 
effect — 

"P.M. has seen. He would like to see again after the Bombay 
Government comments are received. 

Sd/| A. B Pai 
8-3-49" 
24.13 There is another document, Ex. 7A, which is a letter of Mr. 
Sanjevi to Mr. Iengar dated 20th February 1949. It enclosed Ex. 7B, 
a note in regard to the protection rather security arrangements made 
at the Birla House after the explosion. In paragraph 4 of Ex. 7B there 
is the following significant statement — 

"The descriptions given by Madanlal were most, meagre and 
did not give any correct idea of the identity of the accused. 
The C.I.D. and the uniformed police were combing the city 
for these men". 

2414 In paragraph 5 it said that the statement made by Madanlal 
implicated "6 persons of whom he knew the name 1 of only one. In re- 
gard to two he gave a vague description of their appearances". Fur- 
ther it mentions that a Deputy Superintendent and an Inspector flew 
to Bombay, contacted Mr. Nagarvala and "put him in full possession 
of all the facts known to them so far". These officers were "hot allowed 
to make any enquiries and were not permitted to move out freely 
because as Mr. Nagarvala had said that they would hkve been a set 
back to efforts of tracing the absconding men. On the 25th the DJ.G. 3 
Mr. Rana, was given a copy of the detailed statement jnade by 
Madanlal. He reached Bombay on the 27th; he and Mr. Nagarvala con- 
tacted Mr. Sanjevi on the telephone and Mr. Nagarvala promised to 
send a letter by air next morning but no letter was received till the 
1st morning when an officer from Bombay brought a copy of the letter 
saicj to have been sent on the 30th. A letter of that date reached Mr. 
Sanjevi by post on February 3. 

24.15 Excepting in Ex. 7B which does not talk about the news- 
paper the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya the Delhi Police was re- 
presenting through Mr. Sanjevi even to the Hon'ble the Prime Minis- 
ter and the Hon'ble the Home Minister that Madanlal had made a 
statement implicating amongst others Karkare and the editor of the 
Hindu Rashtriya and the Agrani, and had given descriptions of the 
other culprits, and that this information was conveyed to Mr. Nagar- 
vala through police officers who were sent by air on 21st January 1948 
that Mr. Nagarvala had a different story, i.e., of a conspiracy to kidnap 
Mahatma Gandhi and he made no serious efforts to apprehend the 
editor of the Agrani or even Karkare. 
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information they sent to^heToXy JoTee Tn^ whS£ "£'t3 
wMcn the original is Ex. 5A which seems to have assumed a erS L«f 
Importance, was taken by the Delhi Police officer^ to bfmoayoi 

De^ltol!^ 

mation wa s conveyed by the 7 Delhi' PoUe%oThe Bon5> ° y ^ft 
regard to the statement of Madanlal alleged tn d^ , e 

tne 20th January !948, and whetU^the^dfcum^^ ^isTprecfs 
oi the first statement of Madanlal or not. The second question wSrh 
arises consequent upon this i s whether this, document i tLIr? 
tne two Delhi Police officers who travelled from Delhi I p S u" V 
air on the 21st January and whether they show^H to Mr Nalrva^ 
when they interviewed him on the 22nd January 1948 m § arv ala 

24.18 On the decision of this question will depend whether Naear 
vaia was given the information that Madanlal had in hi* fl « I 
alleged statement to the Delhi Police, named [ amonest hS on 7 ^ 
rators the editor of 1 he Agram or the mnS Rashtrya^ SSffi 
has pronounced it. If as a matter of fact Nagarvala JZ Lir i +u 
22nd that one of the conspirators was Karkare Inri tZ ^ ° n ^ e 
editor of the Agrani or the Kudu RafhMya then Sat facT 7nL ^ 
with the name of Savarkar, was clear indSio n of the StH 
conspirators were from the Poona group f SsvarfcarvT m 1 ' 

longing to the Rashtra Dal. But if no ShiJS^^ ^^. 
yeyed on the very first day then it was a matter for Inmfit? J 
detection as. to who the associates of KarkarT and MadaSaTwlre"^ 

^4.19 Case diaries Nos 1 and 2 the former nf +^ Q onu i „ 
latter of the 21st January both written by™S.Wte?l)S,i«S; 
Singh, show that the police had been nhl P 'nr, a Z 7 Dasondha 
information from M^,SL5£ dtry* Sh^&'ffififfig 
disclosed one name and the description of six persons stated tnht 

IffiVa^^TanotTerS ^7 ^V, ^ b^an/moStach'e 
uKe a fallen, another was Karkare; the third was the editor of "Tho 

Rashtnya and The Agrani (a Maratha newspaper) who gives out his 

?K e «h aS r Shpa ^ e ^l d } he fourth was a wrviS tBJ tadfeaS 
that the police at Delhi had in their possession on the very fiSt St 
following the occurrence not only the name of Karkare wLncident 
ly has been described as Karkara or Kirkiree in the pSke , diaries but 
also had the name of a newspaper, "The Rashtnya and [The 'Aaranf' 
iTnn° Se f e 5^° r was ° ne ° f the conspirators, and a fairly good descrto- 

of "he r^Andit'h^t S °T tho ^ h l^T vag^descriptioS 
+1,1 rest. And it has been claimed on behalf of the Delhi nolice 

Pnl a *£ eC1S f £ 1S l TSt stat e m ent, Ex. 5, was taken by the Delhi 
Police officers to Bombay and shown to Mr. Nagarvala The oridnal 
of this document is marked Ex. 5A and that Is because it was ffter 
diligent search, founcf later by an officer of the Taw CommisSn 

Room 3 Thi gS daiT of S&'fei?^ ^^^S«S^SS. 
and notTy^onteS^y ^lo^ll* ^ ** the Bomb ^ BWice 
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the Bombay Police officers then the irresistable conclusion must be 
that the identity of the principal architect of the plot and the brain 
behind the conspiracy was disclosed by the Delhi Police to the officers 
of the Bombay Police on January 22, 1948, well before the conspira- 
tors achieved their objective of assassinating the Mahatma. 

24.21 In support of the contention that this (Ex. 5A) was taken 
to Bombay, there is documentary evidence submitted for the consi- 
deration of the Commission which consists of official documents pur- 
porting to have been written in pursuance and in the course of offi- 

. cial duties at a time when the present controversy had not arisen and 
when there could be no reason for making false entries or preparing 
fake documents and they therefore must, in the absence of good rea- 
sons to the contrary, be accepted as genuine documents. It is to test 
the vitality of this argument that the evidence before the Commis- 
sion has to be considered, analysed and judged in the light of severe 
criticism to which it was subjected by Mr. Kotwal and the support 
which Mr. R.B. Lall for the Delhi Police gave it with equal vigour. 

24.22 [Case Diary No. 2-B. The two Delhi officers sent to Bombay 
were the late Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh and Inspector 
Balkishan both of whom had, according to Case Diary No. 1, taken 
prominent part in interrogating Madanlal on January 10, 1948. 
Jaswant Singh's diary dated January 21, 1948, No, 2-B, only recites 
that under the orders" of the Superintendent of Police, New Delhi, he 
along with Inspector Balkishan of C.I.D. left for Bombay at 4.00 P.M. 
and arrived there at 10.30 P.M. The diary does not mention as it 
should have, according to the statement of Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, 
Superintendent of Police, C.I.D., what documents, he took with him, 
what persons were to be arrested or pursued or interrogated, nor does 
it refer to any requisition sent by the Delhi Police to the Bombay 
Police as one might have expected under S. 54 ninthly of Cr. P.C. 
even though it was not applicable to the City of Bombay Police but 
it did apply to Delhi. The object of g£ing to Bombay is stated to be 
investigation there. Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh was to 
contact Mr. Nagarvala and if necessary to contact Rao Sahib Gurtu 
at Poona with Mr. Nagarvala's assistance. There is utter lack of in- 
formation in this document beyond the object being investigation in 
Bombay with the assistance of Mr. Nagarvala, a task which was hard- 
ly appropriate for Delhi Police officers going to Bombay without 
knowing anything about it. 

24 23 Case Diary No. 3-A, The next diary of Jaswant Singh is 
3-A dated Bombay January 22, 1948, in paragraph 3 of which it is 
stated that the two police officers "contacted" Mr. Nagarvala at the 
C.LD. office where he was "again" apprised of the full facts of the 
case "and an English note, which incorporates a precis of Madanlal s 
statement with a note of S.F. New Delhi at its foot was handed over 
to Mr. Nagarvala Sahib who read this note carefully and kept it. 
He returned a (the?) written note covering this case which is attach- 
ed". The Urdu is as follows: — 

"JINHON NE IS YADASHT KO BAGHOR PARHA AUR 
APNE PAS YADASHT RAKHL TAHRIRI NOTE MUTA- 
LIOA MUQADAMA HAZA WAPIS DI JOKE LAF HAZA 
HAF. 
And the document attached is Ex. 5-A. 



™fr&^te^%^%™ -ems to bo slightly „,,,,„ 

with." leterred to, which is attached here 

i-t^tS&St^ and . -signed. It te a disjointed ; , 
and is written in wo dxltiSctLX^r 611 by ***«**■ »* scrappy 
sides of a foolscap sL'sS of paji g$ "* distolCt inks on boL} ' 

-nfhtm^ntn^ Mr^vS ^T, t0 ^ d - 

strictures against nh ^ SoHce^nd 1 ^? 6 '^^ 6 ^ tma Charan ' ***"! 
Watery of the positional Delhi ^Police Tt ?<f ^ W&S ma . My expla " 
explanatory. It is self-exculnatorv 1^ S ^ h P?° re than merel y 

Police unreservedly In 2S S f rOWS .^ e blame °* Bombay 
which was attached as Annexu^'^^ leV1 J a \ referre d to Ex. 5 
said had been sent with the Delhi ^0!^^ rr^ TM* f 1 '" San -i evi 
has said therein is W^i^o^^t^t^ S ™^i 

(1) SfSJrSS &!SsSEf to^SbVP* ? 

Marianlc,!"- , ' + TT ^rmsnecl to the Delhi Police by 
Maaanial , i.e., upto the time of the flight 

(2) The two Delhi Police officers met Mr. Nagarvala first »+ 
his house and there gave him full facts of thfease and "then 
at his office where again the facts of the case were riven to 

£w nC V aS Want u S T h showed him a note on Ma dan] aS 
statement from which he took extracts for his use 
Thus it emphasises Nagarvala having been given the "fu'li 
Nagar°vala he CaSS twke and Ex " 5A bein * st^dTeS by Mr 

(3) He also told him (Mr. Nagarvala) that one of the accused 
was the editor of the "Agrani and Hindu Rashtriya'' ^t 
paper and the description of all the absconding persons as 
given by Madanlai was communicated to him 

(4) The two Delhi Police officers next day met the C.LD Ins- 
pector at the Bombay C.LD. office who told them that a 
Police Inspector from Ahmednagar had arrived and he had 

tej d l"l t( ? S ^ arch * or * he editor <*«» "Agran'i'orthe 
Hindu Rashtriya"; again showing that Bombay Police was 

&hL W3r ? °L th t ldentity of two P ersons whom the Delhi 
Police wanted to be arrested. 

(5) A Bombay G.I.D. Inspector gave to the Delhi officers the 

SSS 0/ i B aS e e : Avtar Singh ' Talwar of Karachi - Bal ^ 

(6) Then Nagarvala ordered them to return to Delhi and when 
leaving as directed by Mr. Nagarvala— that is their version 
77 D eputv Superintendent Jaswant Singh drew the atten- 
tion of Mr Nagarvala to Madanlal's statement regarding 
Karkare and the editor of the 'Agrani" or the 'Hindu Rash- 
triya and requested him that as soon as they were arrest- 
ed they should be sent to Delhi. 
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(7) Copies of the diaries of Jaswant Singh, from the 21st to 
23rd were sent to Mr. V. Shankar, Private Secretary to the 
Hon'ble tjie Home Minister, Sardar PateL. Mr. Shankar has 
not been asked anything about it and there is nothing in 
his evidence to support this fact. 

(8) The note Ex. 7 then* says that the information conveyed 
by the Delhi Police to the 'Bombay Police clearly indicated 
a conspiracy to murder and gave the identity of the ac- 
cused, 

(9) The note made a grievance of the Delhi Police officers 
being sent back and of the treatment which was meted out 
to them. 

This note has been discussed at some length, in a previous chapter, 

24.26 Thus, the note of the Director of Intelligence Bureau who 
was in charge of the investigation of the case at that.stage, i.e., the 
bomb case stage, makes out a clear case of inaction, if not negligence, 
of the Bombay Police and "commendable promptitude" of his own 
force. He supports his facts by the following circumstances: — 

(1) Two police officers carrying with them Ex. 5A were sent' 
soon after Madanlai made his first statement on January 
20, 1948 of which Ex. 5A is alleged to be a precis. 
(%) The two Delhi officers informed Mr. Nagarvala of the fact 
that they wanted the arrest of Karkare and editor of the 
"Hindu Rashtriya" or the "Agrani" and this they did by 
repeating it to Mr. Nagarvala on three occasions and show- 
ing him Ex. 5A. 

(3) Inspector Kargaonkar, one of the C.LD. Inspectors of Bom- 
bay, told the Delhi Police officers that an Inspector from 
Ahmednagar had arrived and had returned to Ahmednagar 
with necessary instructions; that Karkare was not in 
Ahmednagar and that he and the Bombay C.LD. had been 
ordered to search for the editor of the "Agrani" or the 
"Hindu Rashtriya". 

(4) He referred to the police diaries of Jaswant Singh contain- 
ing these facts. 

(5) He supported this version by saying that these diaries or 
copies thereof were sent to Mr. V. Shankar. 

Ex. 5A lohen written and by whom — 

- 24.27 In this context it is necessary to see when Ex. 5A came into 
existence and why it was scribed; because if it was not in existence 
on 21st January it could not have been taken to Bombay. It is neces- 
sarv therefore to examine the evidence dealing with the authorship 
of Ex 5A and the date of its being scribed. The important witnesses 
on this point are Nos. 42 Mr. R.G Bhatia who at the time was Inspec- 
tor in charge of Parliament Street Police Station, No. 13 Rai Sahib 
Rikhikesh who at the time was Superintendent of Police, C.LD., New 
Delhi and No. 17 Mr. Amar.Nath Bhatia who at the time was Super- 
intendent of Police of New Delhi, i.e., the two Police Superintendents 
of Delhi and the Station House Officer of the Parliament Street Police 
Station.- A photostat copy of Ex. 5-A is attached. (See next page). 
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R. C. Bhatia, Wit. 42— 

24,28 The account of witness No. 42, Mr. R£. Bhatia, as to how 
Ex. 5A came into existence was this that during the course of inter- 
rogation of Madanlal, he could not remember when it was he was 
"asked, to take down".- It might have been 3 or 4 days after the arrest 
of Madanlal. The document was shown to him and he said that it was 
m his handwriting only upto the words "plan chalked out 
Went in tonga" i.e., upto the middle of the back of the page The rest 
of the document beginning with the words "with Karkare at about 
3.45 P.M; from Marina Hotel" are not in his handwriting nor that 
portion of the document at the back which was enclosed within a red 
pencil line; (this was done by the Commission). The portion other 
than what R.C. Bhatia admits to be in his hand is in a different hand- 
writing and in different ink. And this, according to R.C. Bhatia, is in 
the handwriting of Police Superintendent Amaar Nath Bhatia with 
whose handwriting he is familiar. He also said that it is not in the 
handwriting of Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh. 

2429 Madanlal, he said, was interrogated several times and it 
was on one of these occasions that the notes were dictated to him 
and he was not sure whether what was contained in Ex. 5A was re- 
peated to him during the interrogation. He could not say why the, 
note was prepared. The dictation, he said, must have been by Super- 
intendent Amar Nath Bhatia but he was not sure. But looking at the 
portion which was in the handwriting of Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia, 
this witness said that the dictation must have been by him. When his 
attention was drawn to the dtery of Deputy Superintendent Jaswant 
Singh, the witness said it must have been dictated before Jaswant 
Singh left for Bombay, The statement of this witness is vague as to 
sequence of events as to dates and even as to the occasion relating to 
scribing of Ex. 5A but after the lapse of twenty years it would not 
be unexpected. 

Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, Wit. 13 — 

24.30 The next witness in this connection is Rai Sahib Rikhikesh 
who was Superintendent of Police, C.I.D. at the time. Unfortunately, 
he is in failing health and is unable to see as he has practically lost 
his eye-sight but happily he readily appeared before the Commis- 
sion though at great personal inconvenience. 

24.31 On 21st January 1948 Madanlal was taken to Civil Lines' 
Police Station where R.S. Rikhikesh interrogated him for about 3 or 
4 hours but he disclosed no names. He only gave descriptions of per- 
sons. All this the witness took down on a piece of paper which was 
handed over to Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh when he was 
leaving for Bombay. This was done under the orders of the D.I.B. Mr. 
Sanjevi. The police case diaries No. 2 and 2- A show that interroga- 
tion was by Inspectors Dayal Singh and Jai Dayal under orders of 
the Deputy Superintendent of Police. When Ex. 5 which is a copy of 
Ex. 5A was read out to the witness, his reply was that that was not 
what he had written nor did he send it to Bombay. The original of 
the document could not be shown to him because unfortunately he is 
unable to see. He said he had written down the descriptions of thei 
conspirators as given by Madanlal which was something like what 
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Ex. 5A: (front page) [See para 24.27] 
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Ex. 5A: (on the back of the page) 
[See para 24.27] 



was read out to him from the police case diary No. 1, page 13, para- 
graph 15 which is marked Ex. 36. The statement was marked Ex. 6 
by Mr Pathak. He remembered that Madanlal had said that the leader 
of the party was a Maratha who was the editor of a Hindu newspaper, 
probably "Hindu Rashtriya" but he could not remember if he also 
mentioned the "Agrani" but he did say that the man was from Poona 
He was told by the D.I.B., to give a typed copy of whatever Madanlal 
had stated upto that time which he did. 

24 32 He was asked how it was that in spite of Madanlal's arrest 
and his mentioning Karkare and the editor of the Poona journal no 
effective steps were taken to prevent the murder. His answer was: — 
"We did our level best. The conspirators came from Maha- 
rashtra. It was very difficult for us to make out who was 
who. Many officers from different parts of India came here 
and mentioned names of many suspects. Some of them we 
arrested and interrogated them; others we just interrogat- 
ed But we did not succeed in getting any useful informa- 
tion about these persons. It should have been possible for 
the Bombay Police to have arrested the editor of the 
Poona Journal because they knew his identity. Similarly 
there should have been no difficulty in arresting Karkare 
who had a shop in Ahmednagar." 

This emphasises clear information of the identity of two persons (i) 1 
an editor whose particulars the Bombay Police should have been 
known and (ii) the other Karkare of Ahmednagar; both ot whom the 
Bombay Police could easily have arrested. 

24.33 The witness; then deposed that during the course of the in- 
terrogation of Madanlal he got the following names: — 

1. Servant of Karkare "but not the name of Karkare whose 
business was mentioned. 

2. The head of the conspiracy was the editor of a newspaper in 
Poona. 

3. Another person mentioned was a discharged Army Officer. 

4 A fat Maratha who financed the conspiracy and had a shop 
at the Chauk at Ahmednagar dealing in arms and ammu- 
nition. 

5. Shankar. But it may be pointed out that that name is neither 
in the first statement of Madanlal, Ex. 6, nor in his fuller 
statement, Ex. 1. 

This he had written down on a sheet of paper of half foolscap size 
which he gave to Jaswant Singh as Mr. Sanjevi had ordered that he 
should give him the information collected upto the time of their 
departure for Bombay. And that was the information he had upto 
then This particular document on which he lotted down all .this, a 
half foolscap sheet of -caper, is not before the Commission and no one 
knows what happened to it. The police case dianes .jff T ^^/^ 
and not to this document in the hand of RS mil^ikesK.It may be 
observed that what is stated bv R. S. Rikhitesh to , J*- f*^f™ 
riven by Madanlal tallies with neither of his statements. K% 1 or 
TSx. tj, 



282 



253 



24.34 It appears that this witness has confused the tiaiflei 
descriptions. Shankar's name is neither in Ex, 6 nor in Ex. 1 Tin- dll 
charged Army Officer also was mentioned by Godse after his arrell 
on January 30, 1948 and is not mentioned in either of the two stale 
merits of Madanlal. The name of Karkare was mentioned by Madanl.il 
in both his statements. As a matter of fact, that is the only n;i in- 
mentioned by Madanlal. But his description is differently given DA 
the statements Exs. 1 and 6. 

24.35 The name "Shastra Bhandar" is mentioned in Ex. 1 but no1 
in Ex. 6. The description fat Maratha is nowhere to be found. 

24.36 All this shows that this is a case of lapsus memoriae which 
is not unnatural or unexpected after the lapse of 20 years, even if 
the physical ailments which afflict this police officer are ignored. 

24.37 Thus, according to this witness, Madanlal had mentioned 
that the leader of the party was a Maratha journalist from Poonn, 
editor of the "Hindu Rashtriya" and another was Karkare by name 
who had a shop in Ahmednagar — two persons whose identity was 
clearly disclosed. 

24.38 He was recalled and examined again on January 23, 1968 
and again it was at a great deal of personal inconvenience that he 
could come. He stated that the statement of Madanlal which he had 
prepared was given to Mr. Sanjevi who ordered him to keep it and 
it was that statement which he gave to Deputy 'Superintendent 
Jaswant Singh in the presence of the D.I.B. The statement was writ- 
ten in English with a fountain pen on a sheet of paper of half fool- 
scap size. 

24.39 When he took up the investigation he did not enquire if 
Madanlal had already made a statement. He started afresh, i.e., he 
started interrogating Madanlal afresh, without reading the previous 
diaries or without knowing about the previous statement of Madanlal. 
The "Agrani and Hindu Rashtriya" newspaper was mentioned in the! 
very first statement but Agrani does not figure in the fuller statement 
which the CJ.D. officers recorded. 

24.40 The statement of Madanlal which was recorded later was 
typed and a copy of it was handed over to the D.I.G., CJ.D. of Poona, 
Mr Hana by the D.I.B. That consisted of about 50 pages ' more or 
less" Thus, R.S. Rikhikesh's statement seems to have reference to 
the fuller statement of Madanlal, Ex. 1. 

24 41 According to Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, Jaswant Singh should 
have noted down in his diary the witness's handing over the copy of 
the statement of Madanlal to him. He was not aware if any copy ot 
the statement was given to Jaswant Singh by the Superintendent of 
Police of New Delhi Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia.. At that stage the witness 
was only helping the investigation as an officer of the CJ.D He has 
also stated and that is a fact given in the nolice diary also that 
Madanlal was taken to the Civil Lines Police Station on the 21st. The 
notice diary No. 1 shows that Madanlal was interrogated at Parha^ 
ment Street Police Station bv Deputy Suoerintendent . Kartar Singh, 
CTD Police Superintendent Had Sahib Rikhikesh and Police Super- 
intendent Amar Nath Bhatia of New Delhi, which would indicate his 
knowledge of the first statement of Madanlal, Ex. 36 or 6, 



24.42 The witness did not find out from Jaswant Singh what 
happened to the sheet of paper which he had handed over to him, 
Jaswant Singh. This was because he presumed that it must have been 
handed over to Mr. Nagarvala. 

24.43 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla this witness said that 
he did not give a covering letter for Mr. Nagarvala. He was sitting at 
Mr. Sanjevi's house when Jaswant Singh came. When Jaswant Singh 
was leaving, he, the witness, gave him instructions as to what he was 
to do in Bombay. 

24.44 He (Rikhikesh,) interrogated Madanlal for about 6 hours. 
He started about 4 or 5 P.M. and went on till late at night, Madanlal 
had given full description of his co-conspirators and the places where 
they were likely to be found. But this seems to be inaccurate because 
this information so elaborately stated is not even in the fuller state- 
ment, Ex. 1. The witness took down the descriptions and the addresses 
as there was no time to do anything more elaborate. The witness did 
not give the full statement to Jaswant Singh but descriptions and ad- 
dresses of the conspirators. The object of sending the officers by air 
was to take immediate action and effect arrests. He added that he 
must have given the usual instructions to Jaswant Singh to explain 
the facts of the case to Mr. Nagarvala and also tell him on behalf of 
Mr. Sanjevi that the matter was urgent and that he should report 
back any progress made in the case which seems to have been ignored 
altogether. 

A.N. Bhatia, Wlit. 171- 

24.45 The ne^t witness relevant to this matter is witness No. 17, 
Mr Amar Nath Bhatia, wha was then the Superintendent of Police, 
New Delhi and is now 'an Advocate. He stated that Madanlal was in- 
terrogated at the Parliament Street Police Station where he made 
the statement Ex. 6. He named only one person, Karkare, but gave 
description of six persons. 

24.46 Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh and Inspector Bal- 
kishan of the CJ.D were sent to Bombay under his directions but 
the decision was of the D. I. B. and of Police Sunerintendent 
Rikhikesh. When asked what instructions he gave to Deputy 
Superintendent Jaswant Singh, he said: — 

"We gave to Denuty Superintendent Jaswant Singh a list of 
persons who were suspected. By a list of persons I mean 
the description which we had gathered from the statement 
made by Madanlal. I gave to Jaswant Singh whatever we 
had I could not give him more than what we had. We hsa 
also told Jaswant Sinrii that they were to seek the assis- 
tance, cooperation and instructions; from the officers m 
Bombay who would know more about Maratha accused 
than we did. 

Q. Did you /tell them as to whose assistance they should seek? 

Ans. As far as I know, Mr. Rana had taken upon himself to do 
everything which was necessary. 

(By Commission) Q. Would you be surprised to learn that Mr. 
Rgna had not left Delhi for Bombay till 25tli of January? 
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How could he then have taken upon himsell 

that was possible. 
"Ans. I only know this much that Mr. Eana had taken upon 

himself to do everything which was possible. I do not kttflv 

when he left Delhi for Bombay' 5 . 

24.47 He then said that he did not give any instructions persona 1 1 
but he knew that instructions had been given to the officers to fheel 
Mr. Nagarvala. He was asked whether he sent through Jaswanl 
Singh any statement of Madanlalj to be delivered to Mr. Nagarvala 
his reply rightly was— 

"I cannot exactly remember it, but there may be some endorse 
ment on some document under my hand' 3 . 

24.48 He was then asked how he could have ordered Jaswant 
Singh to get persons arrested in Bombay whose names and places 
of residence he did not know because upto the time the officers left 
for Bombay, Madanlal had only given the name of Karkare and some 
description of others, his reply was — 

"Our anxiety only was to get those persons arrested whose 
description had been given by Madanlal". 

When reminded that the descriptions were inadequate, his reply 
was that whatever description they could get from Madanlal were 
sent to Bombay and his opinion was that with the cooperation of the 
Bombay Police it would be possible to arrest those persons. 

24.49 In answer to further questions Mr. A.N. Bhatia stated that 
as for as he could recollect, that was not the only note which was sent 
with the officers who went from Delhi. But whatever descriptions 
they got from Madanlal were sent to Bombay. 

24.50 Mr. A.N. Bhatia admitted that whatever was said or was 
given to Jaswant Singh should have been mentioned in the case 
diary. His attention was drawn to diary No. 2~B of Jaswant Singh 
dated January 21, 1948, which does not contain any reference to the 
statement of Madanlal or to a synopsis thereof. His reply was that 
he could remember about Mr. Nagarvala but could not say anything 
about Mr. Gurtu, which was hardly a reply relevant to the question 
asked. 

24.51 His attention was next drawn to the case diary No. 3-A of 
Jaswant Singh of 22nd January and he was asked if he had any 
recollection about the matter. He said that some kind of endorse- 
ment might have been made on one of those documents by him but 
he could not recollect what exactly it was. 

24.52 He was recalled on October 17, 1967 and was questioned 
about Ex. 5A. He was asked as to when the document was prepared. 
He said he could not remember. He said— 

"I personally did not have a precis of the statement of Madanlal 
prepared. I do remember that such a precis of the state- 
ment was prepared. Whatever was happening was known 
to me because I was being constantly told of What investi- 
gation was going on. I was asked my advice which I gave 
and I also gave directions where I thought necessary and 
in this way tlxe subordinate police officers had the advan- 
tage of my advice". 
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£4.53 The witness was shown the document Ex. 5A and asked— 
"Q. Have you seen this document before? 

A. I must have seen it at about the time it was prepared and 
may have seen it later also during investigation! but I 
have not seen it since' \ 

He admitted that the portion A-Al is in his handwriting. The 
word "with" before "Karkare" might be in his handwriting. But he 
was not sure. The reason why he added those words from A-Al were 
to complete the precis because they were left out although they 
were contained in the statement of Madanlal and the document 
itself was prepared before Jaswant Singh went to Bombay. But the 
witness could not say whether Jaswant Singh took that very docu- 
ment or a copy of it, but after his attention was drawn to the relevant 
portions of the diary No. 3-A, he said that it was either Ex. 5A or its 
copy which must have been taken to Bombay to be shown to Mr. 
Nagarvala. 

24 54 When asked how anything which was not in the case 
diary was contained in Ex. 5A, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said that Mr. R.C. 
Bhatia must have taken it from his knowledge of something that 
was somewhere else but he could not say what -that information 
was and where he got it from. 

24-55 His attention was drawn to the portion, "Met Karkare who 
appeared to be active worker or President of the Sabha" and to the 
portion relating to "S. Deshpande, Om Baba and with Karkare left 
at 6 00 on 20th January, 1948" they are not in the police diaries and 
the answer of the witness was, "I cannot say anything about it . 

24.56 In cross-examination by Mr. Vaidya, he said— 

and after looking at the case diary No. 1, I can now say 
that I asked the Inspector to prepare in English a precis 
of the statement of Madanlal. Because it was incomplete 
I added a few words and those words I have already indi- 
cated". 
When paragraph 3 of case diary No. 3-A of Deputy Superinten- 
dent Jaswant Singh was read out to Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia and he 
was shown Ex. 5A, he said that this could not be the only precis 
which was sent to Bombay, but he could not remember what exactly 
was sent, 

24 57 In cross-examination by Mr. Chawla, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said 
that Ex 5A might have been written on the 21st or the 22nd January 
1948 but he had no clear recollection. One cannot blame him for 
this after the lapse of 20 years. There must have .been, he said, some 
material before him from which this precis was prepared by the 
Inspector The document was written in the evening but he could 
not exactly remember when. When asked why the document was not 
mentioned in the case diary, his reply was "because it is my docu- 
ment and it has nothing to do with the case diary. I am cent per cent 
sure that Ex 5A was never sent to Bombay. I never sent any docu- 
' ment to Bombay. D.I.B. might have sent seme document to Bombay, 
f pqnnot remember if there was any other document on which I 
irote anything". The witness then said that the precis, Ex. 5A, was 
only a brief note for his use and he could not believe it could have 
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gone to Bombay from his table. Jaswant Singh did not see him Woi 
he went to Bombay and on his return he did not show-any document 
to him nor did he tell him before he went to Bombay as to whftl 
documents were with him. 

24.58 Mr. A.N. Bhatia was again recalled (third time) and exa 
mined on April 24, 1968. He said he could not remember when Ex, 5 A 
was prepared nor how long it was kept on his table. To a question, 
as to how a document prepared for his benefit which was lying on 
his table got attached to the diary of Jaswant Singh written at 
Bombay on January 22, his reply was that the diary which purports 
to have been written at Bombay could not have been written there 
and that his stenographer or his reader might have given the docu- 
ment, Ex. 5A ? to Jaswant Singh and he might then have attached 
it to the case diary. 

24.59 When asked if he could give any reason why a document 
exclusively meant for his use was attached to the diary, his replv 
was "this diary was never written at Bombay but was probably 
written in my office and it was there put in the file", i.e.. in the 
Case Diary. He said, "I am cent per cent sure that the diary No. 3-A 
could not have been written in Bombay. The papers containing serial 
numbers could not have been taken to Bombay". 

24.60 Explaining the reason why he wanted a precis to be kept 
on his table, he said that it was because he was constantly getting 
enquiries as to what was happening in the investigation and in order 
to keep himself informed he kept a precis on his table. It only 
showed the persons who had taken part in the offence and was 
meant to be an aid to memory. He called it "aide memoire'\ 

• 24.61 Mr. A.N. Bhatia proved endorsement of Kai Sahib Rikhi- 
kesh, Ex. 1-A, on the copy of the full statement of Madanlal, Ex. 1 
which was attached to Mr. Sanjevi's note, Ex. 7. It may be mentioned 
that the copy of Ex. 5 which was attached to Mr. Sanjevi's note 
Ex. 7, and is marked Annexure V therein has the following endorse- 
ment — 

'True copy. Inspr. CID, N.D.", 

. B i Ut 3£ Rector's signature is not there; and underneath it is 
signed «T.G. Sanjevi" dated 20-2-49. Which Inspector certified the 
original to be true copy, the Commission has not been able to discover. 

,i . 2 i 62 Cross-examined by Mr. B.B. Lall, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said 
that the document must have been prepared by Ram Chand (R C 
Bhatia) under his orders he must have prepared it from the case 
diaries. The witness himself got the information contained in portion 
A-Al of Ex 5A from the officers who were interrogating the accused. 
He added Really speaking what is given in the portion A-Al is a 
gist of what Ram Chand had written in the two pages and something 
from my own knowledge". 6 

"I prepared this small note A-Al so that I could at once tell 
any officer who made enquiries from me". 

He put the document on his table. He could not say when his 
reader or stenographer handed it over to Jaswant Singh but it must 
have been before the 25th January. He did not miss the document 






because' he had no occasion to use it. He was emphatic that thiis 
document could not have been taken by Jaswant Singh- when he 
went to Bombay nor could Mr. Sanjevi have sent it. 

24.63 Examined by Commission, Mr. A.N. Bhatia said if he had 
anything to do with the sending of the papers he would not have 
sent that document. No other officer would have done it. He could 
give no explanation why Jaswant Singh falsely introduced this 
document into the file before the 25th January 1948. 

24.64 As far as Mr. A.N. Bhatia could recollect whatever had 
been got from the statement of Madanlal had been sent to Bombay. 
He never showed the document Ex. 5A to Mr. Sanjevi. 

?4 65 Mr A N. Bhatia was then examined as to the special 
report, Ex. 84 and 84A, which is dated 26th January 1948; but its 
copy, Ex. 84B, shows that it was prepared on the 22nd January 1948. 
That' document, written two days alter the statement, Ex. 6, which 
after interrogation of Madanlal was recorded tin the presence of 
Mr. A. N. Bhatia himself, contains only this information in regard 
to the accused that one of the conspirators was known as Karkare, 
the other as Maharaj and there were four others whose names had 
not been disclosed by Madanlal. The places in Delhi where the 
conspirators stayed are given, .i.e., Sharif Hotel, Hindu Mahasabha 
Bhawan and Room No. 40, Marina Hotel. There is no indication of 
or reference to the editor or the proprietor of the Agrani or the 
Hindu Rashlra or Rashtriya in that report nor to the manager or 
proprietor. He was cross-examined on this point and his reply was 
that he could not say why the editor of the Agrani was not mention- 
ed. His attention was also drawn to other facts which are not men- 
tioned in the case diary. 

Inspector Balkishan, Wit. 12 — 

24.66 There is yet another witness whose testimony is very per- 
tinent on the question of Ex. 5A and that is Inspector Balkishan of 
the C I D. witness No. 12. He was connected with the investigation 
almost from the beginning because he took part in the interrogation 
of Madanlal from the time he was taken to the Parliament Street 
Police Station and he is the scribe of case diaries Nos. 3A and 4B. 
He stated that Madanlal's statement was recorded in. Urdu by Sub- 
Inspector Dasondha Singh and it covered about 16 to 17 pages. As 
a matter of fact, the Urdu statement is about five and a half pages. 
His attention was drawn to the English translation because the ori- 
ginal Urdu diary had not ye* been traced officers of the Commission*; 
and no one else knew anything about it. His reply was that the 
matter was very old and his impression was that the statement Avas 
longer and was in Urdu. He also stated that Madanlal only gave 
descriptions of persons and their residences. He did not give the 
names of any other person excepting Karkare and gave the descrip- 
tion of others— one of whom was described as the owner of Shastra 
Bhandar and the other an editor of a Hindu paper. When his atten- 
tion was drawn to the fact that the only person whose profession 
iq -.riven" in Ex. 6 is that of the editor of "the Hindu Rashtriya and 
Agrani" the witness replied "It may be so and that must be some 
other later diary 55 It must be remembered that "Shastra Bhanandra" 
is neither in Ex 6 nor in Ex. 5A but is contained in the statement of 
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Madanial, Ex. 1, dated January 24, 1948. But again it has to be said 
that the matter is 20 years old and the witness might well be con 
fusing the statements. 

24.67 When Inspector Balkishan was asked after his attention 
was drawn to Exs. 6 and 1 as to which of these statements he took 
with him to Bombay, his reply was that he could not remember as 
to which one he took and he could not say anything even after case 
diary No. 1 was shown to him. His attention was next drawn to 
Mr, Sanjevi's note saying that Annexure V, Ex. 5, was sent, even 
then he could not remember anything about it because -the note 
was with Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh and he could not 
§ay whether it was Ex. 5 or not. Ex. 5 (copy of Ex. 5A) was shown 
to him. He could not say whether that was taken by them; 

24.68 The attention of this witness was again drawn to a state- 
ment that "they gave description of three Marathas may be four" 
his reply was that he could not remember as the matter was 20 years 
old. Diary No. 3-A was read out to him and he said they took a precis 
in English of the statement of Madanial at the foot of which there 
is note of Superintendent of Police of New Delhi. Deputy Superin- 
tendent Jaswant Singh handed over the statement with the note to 
Mr. Nagarvala. He had made the entry in the diary at the dictation 
of the Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh. As far as he could 
remember, the document was in a closed envelope. When he was 
asked which was the note to which reference is made in diary No. 3-A 
and which he attached thereto, he said that he could not say any- 
thing nor could he say whether the document, Ex. 5A, was the note 
which was returned by Mr. Nagarvala and attached to the diary. 

24.69 When he was asked whether Ex. 5 was the document which 
was attached to the diary No. 3-A, he said he could not remember. 
He added that he was standing outside when Deputy Superintendent 
Jaswant Singh was talking to Mr. Nagarvala. When asked whether 
he would be able to contradict the statement made by Mr. Nagarvala 
that no document was given or shown to him, he said that he" would 
not be able to contradict him but added, "I would like to add that 
the diary is a contemporaneous document and it contains whatever 
I was told at the time it had happened and that "contradicts any 
statement to the contrary. Moreover, it is a written word against 
oral word". Indeed a clever an<I logical reply. 

24.70 In cross-examination by Mr, Chawla, the witness said that 
diaries are written on the days and the times which they purport 
to show. They are never ante-dated. 

24.71 He also stated that a letter was given by Mr. Sanjevi 
addressed to Mr. Nagarvala and that they were directed to contact 
Mr. Nagarvala and acquaint him with the facts of the case and that 
he would give them police assistance. There is no evidence to support 
the giving of a letter by Mr. Sanjevi. 

24.72 His attention -was then, drawn to Ex. 36 which is in police 
diary No. 1 and he was asked if he took a copy of that statement or 
cooy of some other statement. His reply was, "I cannot remember 
which one we took but as far as I can recollect it was fuller statement 
of Madanial, more likely the one which is at page 54 of the diary 
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and this has been marked Ex. 1 by Mr. Pathak", He alsc r stated that 
Madanial did make a statement at midnight of January 20. 

Inspector Dasondha Singh, Wit. 14— 

24 73 Inspector Dasondha Singh being the Station House Officer 
of the Police Station of the area wherein the offence of the explosion 
of the bomb was committed, has written important police case diaries; 
particularly No. 1. His statement .as witness No. 14 was that he cor- 
rectly took down what was stated by Madanial on the zOth January, 
1948 and the Delhi Police officers took with them a copy of that 
Statement in Urdu, i.e., a copy of paragraph 15 of the case diary, 
Then he said that Ex. 5 was a brief summary m English of Ex. 6 which 
they might have taken but he had never seen that document before. 

Inspectors Jai Dayal (Wit. 16) & Dayal Singh (Wit. 60)— 

24 74 Inspectors Jai Dayal, witness No. 16, and Dayal Singh, 
witness No 60 were both examined. The former stated that he had 
no police papers before he started interrogating Madanial and the 
statement of Dayal Singh is also to the same effect. Besides, Jai 
Dayal's statement as to Ex. 5 was that he could not remember it 
he "wrote it or some one else did. 

Dy. S.P. Jaswant Singh — 

24.75 Unfortunately Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh is 
dead but he was examined at the trial as PW 117. He stated the 
object of his going to Bombay was to inform Mr. Nagarvala as to 
what had happened at Delhi and also to effect the arrest of the 
accused said to be connected with the offence of the bomb throwing. 
At that stage no question of Ex. 5A or its correctness or that of case 
diaries No. 3-A and 4-B had arisen and so naturally he could not 
have deposed in regard to them even if they could be relevant at 
the trial But the Inspector General of Delhi Police has produced 
with his affidavit a document, Appendix D, which appears to be a 
statement of Jaswant Singh, really a brief of what he was going to 
depose in court. There, and it may be for very good reasons, is no 
mention of any document being shown to Mr. Nagarvala nor is there 
any mention of any requisition being taken or delivered to IVir 
Nagarvala It is true that Ex. 5A containing confessional statement 
of Madanial, was inadmissible in evidence but there was nothing 
to prevent Jaswant Singh saying that a document containing an 
account of what had happened at Delhi and the information that 
the police had gathered was given to Mr. Nagarvala. 

24 76 The evidence of two of these three witnesses, i.e., witness 
No 42 R.C Bhatia and witness No. 17, Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia esta- 
blishes a ioint scribing if no* authorship of this document Ex. 5A, 
but it does not show the time or the date or the occasion or the neces- 
sitv for doing so, still less whether this jointly produced document 
was Srrfed across the skies and placed (nto the hands of Mr 
Nagarvala to be handed back by him after it had informed him of 
its import and after his scanning it- for bits of important informa- 
tion Witness R.C. Bhatia (No. 42) only owns up scribing the first 
pa?p of Ex. 5A and about half of the back page but has no clear re- 
Sec?ion of when he did it and he has vaguely stated that it was 
dictated to him by witness No. 17, Amar Nath Bhatia. 
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24:77 Witness No, 13, Rai Sahib Rikhikesh\s tfecoHectiop is with 
regard to another document, different from Ex. 5A which was vvlwit 
he took down as notes from out of the statement of Madanlal put 
the piece of paper on which he wrote was only a half foolscap si/.c 
sheet and it- was that, that was handed over to Deputy Superinten- 
dent Jaswant Singh; but he never found out what happened to it 
and as far as the evidence before the Commission goes, nothing fur- 
ther is known of that document. 

24.78 Witness No. 17, Amar Nath Bhatia, has given a varying 
account of how Ex. 5A came into existence. He admits that half the 
portion at the bottom of the back page of Ex. 5A is in his hand- 
writing and that it is a gist of what is contained in the earlier part 
of Ex. 5A. After his attention was drawn to many documents on the 
file, his final explanation was that this was a document which was 
prepared for his use only and he kept it on his table so that it would 
form as a kind of an aid which could be used whenever any high 
official asked him about the facts of the case; and finally we have 
the statement of Inspector Balkishan whose testimony would have 
been of immense help but unfortunately he is not quite clear 
whether Ex. 5A was taken by Jaswant Singh and himself to Bombay 
or not. This, in short, is the state of evidence in regard to this Ex. 5A, 
its genesis, its raison d'etre and the occasion for its creation. 

24.79 What the statements of the above three witnesses come to 
is this — 

(1) Two of them, witness No, 42 R.C. Bhatia and witness No. 
17 Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia are the scribes of Ex. 5A— three- 
fourths is in the handwriting of R.C. Bhatia and the otjiei 
fourth in the handwriting of Mr. A.N. Bhatia. 

(2) There is no accord between these two witnesses as to when 
the document was written except this that Mr. A.N. 
Bhatia dictated it and R.C. Bhatia took the first portion 
down. And it was completed by Mr. A.N. Bhatia by adding 
what he calls the gist of the whole document. 

(3) This document, says Mr. A.N. Bhatia, is wholly his docu- 
ment meant for his use and was kept on his table to help 
him in answering enquiries made by higher officers but 
actually it was never used. 

(4) Mr EC Bhatia does not know if it was sent to Bombay 
and Mr. A.N. Bhatia is sure that it was never sent and 
could never have been sent. 

(5) Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, the third witness, had no know- 
ledge about Ex. 5A. What he wrote down was more like 
what is contained in Ex. 6, the statement of Madanlal, 
made on the 20th January, 1948. But he wrote on a half 
foolscap size sheet of paper whifli was handed over to 
Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh under the orders 
of Mr. Sanjevi for being taken to Bombay. But he never 
enquired as to what happened to it, 

24 80 Thus two Superintendents of Delhi Police do not support 
Ex 5A being sent to Bombay and the third witness, the Statin House 
Office^ of Parliament Street Police Station, in whose Police Station 
confession, Ex. 6, was taken down, is rather vague about its date and 
1 Sr and even its source. Unfortunately, Commission tods little 
isistance from the testimony of Inspector Balkishan, witness No. 12. 






24.81 And Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh who was the scribe of 
Ex. 6 stated that an Urdu copy of that statement of Madanlal was 
taken by Jaswant Singh. 

V; Shankar, Wit. 1(P) Wit: W(K)~ 

24.82 Mr! V. Shankar, who was witness No: 1 before Mr. Pathak 
and witness No. 1G before this Commission, stated that the police did 
not have any tangible evidence about the conspiracy until they got 
a confessional statement from Madanlal after which both the Intelli- 
gence Bureau and the Bombay Police were on the trail of persons 
mentioned by Madanlal but Nathuram Godse knowing all this 
managed to evad-e the watch. 

24.83 Madanlal's statement recorded by the Delhi Police* rather 
a report of that statement, was, according to Mr. Shankar, put up 
by him before Sardar PateL When Ex, 5 was shown to him he said 
that he only remembered a report of the statement which was re- 
ceived by the Sardar but he could not say whether the statements 
themselves which were shown to Mr, Shankar were put up before 
the Sardar the statements shown to him were Ex. 5 and Ex. 6. 

E.N. Bannerj.ee, Wit. 17 (P) Wit. 19 (K>— 

24.84 Mr. R.N. Bannerjee, witness No. 19, who was No, 17 before 
Mr Pathak, stated that the did not know of the conspiracy to murder 
Mahatma Gandhi prior to the 30th of January, 1948, and the first 
time he came to know about it was after the cremation of the 
Mahatma's body when a High Powered Committee held an informal 
meeting on January 31, 1948, at the Home Minister's residence where 
the confessional statement of Madanlal was read out by Sanjevi, who 
also said that he had sent a copy of that statement with two police- 
man to Bombay on the 21st January, 1948. The confessional state- 
ment disclosed that there had been a conspiracy to murder Mahatma 
Gandhi and the conspiracy had been in existence for some time. 
Madanlal had given the names and particulars of the conspirators 
and two or three places in Bombay were also mentioned as meeting 
places or haunts of the conspirators and Madanlal had told the police 
THIR AYEGA'. Mr. Sanjevi admitted at the meeting that he had not 
reminded the Bombav Police. The statement which was read out by 
Sanjevi contained particulars and haunts of some of the persons who 
were accused and convicted at the murder and according to Mr. 
Bannerjee if the police had been vigilant, it should have been possi- 
ble for them to have arrested these people particularly when Nathu- 
ram Godse and Apte were in Delhi on 29th and were reconnoitring 
Birla House and the places roundabout. 

24 85 Mr Bannerjee was shown Ex. 6 and asked whether that 
statement was read out at the meeting. His reply was that although 
he could not clearly recollect now yet what was read out gave > more 
particulars about the bomb, the haunts and about PHIR A1EGA. 
The witness was then shown Ex. 5 and he said that he could not say 
if he ever saw it before. Everybody understood from Sanjevi s state- 
ment at the meeting of the 31st that the full confessional statement 
made by Madanlal was sent to Bombay. The substance of that state- 
ment was that Apte and Godse must have gone back to their two 
or "three haunts in Bombay. He was asked as to how Sanjevi could 
have mentioned the names of Apte and Godse when those names are 



not in the statements placed before th<* Commission. Mr. 1 ;mmn lea , 
answer was that it may be that after the arrest of Godse, the police 
must have concluded that the descriptions given in the earlier slate 
merit were those of Godse and Apte. Mr. Banner jee also said that 
they relied on the efficiency of the police wherein they were proved 
to be wrong. As far as he could remember, at the meeting of the 
31st January, two Bombay haunts of Godse and Apte were men- 
tioned. 

24.£6 Therefore, the statements of two important officials of 
the Home Ministry — one Home Secretary and the other Private 
Secretary to the Hon'ble the Home Minister — show that according 
to what was represented to them, a statement was sent to the Bombay 
Police through the police officers but there is nothing to indicates 
w T hat the statement was. Mr. Shankar, when shown Ex. 5, said that 
the statement shown to the Sardar was more detailed than that and 
whether it was Ex. 1 or Ex. 6 he could not say. Similarly, Mr. 
Bannerjee was not clear as to what statement was read out by Mr. 
Sanjevi. But he did mention two or three Bombay haunts of Godse 
and Apte. 

Miss Maniben Patel, Wit. 19— 

24.87 The third witness who is important in connection with 
Ex. 5 is Miss Maniben PateL Statement of Madanlal was shown to 
her and she stated that a statement of Madanlal was 3hown to her 
father and portions of it were read out to him. 

24.88 This evidence is more in support of the fuller statement of 
Madanlal being sent to Mr. Shankar and through him to Sardar PateL 
But it is hardly sufficient to prove the existence of Ex. 6 made on 
20th January nor does it support that Ex, 5A was sent to Bombay. 

ZJJL Rana, Wit 3— 

24.89 Another witness whose testimony is relevant to the ques- 
tion of Ex. 5A is Mr. U.H. Rana, witness No. 3. Mr. Rana referred 
to his letter, Ex. 31, in w T hich he said that Madanlal did not make 
a clean breast till the 23rd or 24th January and a copy of MadanlaTs 
statement was made available to him on the evening of 25th and 
he left the same night. He was not told by anyone that Madanlal 
had made a statement to the police on the midnight of the 20th 
January, 1948. Sanjevi had told him that amongst the conspirators 
there was a Sadhu wearing a beard but did not tell him about the 
manager or editor of the Rashtriya newspaper. Nor did Mr. Sanjevi 

J tell him on the 21st morning that Madanlal had given descriptions of 
six companions or his co-conspirators. 

24.90 The statement of Madanlal purported to have been made 
on the 20th January was read to Mr. Rana and he said that the 
D.T.B. had not told him anything about these descriptions. He again 
repeated that on the 21st January Mr. Sanjevi did not tell him that 
one of the persons described in the statement was the editor of the 
Agrani but it was mentioned to him that one of the associates was a 
Sadhu with a beard. 

24.91 He emphatically said — 

" What ever the position of the Delhi Police might be, as far 
as my knowledge went, the names of Agrani and Hindu 



263 

Rashtriya were not mentioned till the 24th when the state- 
ment of Madanlal was read in Urdu and an English trans- 
lation of which was given to me on the 25th January. 
From the fact that these officers had returned or were sent 
back by the Bombay Police and did not go further to 
Poona, it may be inferred that either the Bombay Police 
must have had all the necessary clues or the officers them- 
selves did not go to Poona or their own. All my explana- 
tions in regard to the whole incident and acts of omisson 
or commission are contained in my replies that I had sent 
to Mr. Kamte". 

24.92 When he met Nagarvala on the 27th January, Nagarvala 
told him that the Delhi Police officers asked him to help in arresting 
Karkare and he never mentioned the newspaper Agrani or Hindu 
Rashtra or the editor or proprietor. The only name which Delhi 
officers mentioned to Mr. Nagarvala was Karkare's. 

24.93 When he was asked whether he had seen Ex. 5A, his reply 
was in the negative. 

24.94 In cross-examination by Mr. Kotwal he said that Mr. 
Sanjevi did not ask him to find out about the editor of a newspaper. 
Upto that time Madanlal had only mentioned three persons, Karkare 
and a Sadhu and a servant as his associates. From what Madanlal 
was saying to the investigating officers it appeared that his com- 
panions were Marathas from Bombay side but it was not mentioned 
that anyone of them was connected with any newspaper. As soon as 
Marathas from Bombay were mentioned, he suspected Savarkar and 
his group. 

24.95 The witness had never heard that the police officers took 
a precis of what Madanlal had said. Mr. Sanjevi, he said, had told 
him that it would be sufficient if he took the necessary steps on reach- 
ing Bombay and Poona but that he should proceed cautiously and 
discreetly showing that he did not apprehend a repeat attack by 
MadanlaTs co-conspirators. When his attention was drawn to his 
statement made previously that one of the persons mentioned was 
the editor of the newspaper, Mr. Rana's reply was that he must 
have made that statement under a misapprehension. He had not then 
read his previous letters, Ex. 30 and 31. In reply to Commission he 
said that he had written in one of his letters that Madanlal had 
not made a statement till about the 23rd or 24th January. Mr. Rana 
repudiated the suggestion which was going about that Mr. Morarji 
Desai never told Nagarvala anything. 

24.96 He said that he had seen a notebook with Nagarvala which 
had 7 or 8 names. After going through Ex. 30 he said that these names 
did not include anyone who could be said to be an editor of a news- 
paper. If it had been mentioned to Nagarvala that one of the asso- 
ciates of Madanlal was the editor of a newspaper, that fact would 
have been mentioned in the diary. 

Nagarvala' s r knowledge of Godse and Apte— 

24.97 Mr. Kowal has brought to the notice of the Commission 
two more circumstances which militate against Nagarvala being 
aware of the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya or of their editor and 
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proprietor before the assassination of Mahatma Gandhi. These two 
circumstances were— 

(1) The information conveyed to Mr, Nagarvala by the detenus 
Chavan and Limaye that if Godse was the assassin then 
Savarkar must have been at the bottom of the conspiracy 
and that Apte must also be in it. And 

(2) when the police went to search the house of Savarkar he 
met them in front of his room in the house and asked 
them whether they had come to arrest him, showing as 
it were a guilty mind. 

24.98 He has for the purpose of the first relied on the Crime 
Report No. 2 of the Bombay Police, dated January 31, 1948. This 
report mentions that Chavan and Limaye arrested and detained in 
connection with bomb outrages in Bombay disclosed that if Nathuram 
Godse was the assailant of Mahatmaji, then the facts would be known 
to Savarkar, his Secretary Damle and his bodyguard Kasar. Limaye 
also said that Savarkar jmist be fully aware of the facts because 
Godse must have consulted him before carrying out his plot, and 
Chavan said that Savarkar was at the bottom of this assassination 
and that if INT. Godse had committed the offence, Apte must have 
been one of his accomplices because Godse never does anything 
without taking Apte with him. He has alsoi said that both of them 
had gone to Delhi together. Consequent ''upon this information, 
Damle and Kasar were both interrogated by the police. Further, as 
a consequence of their statements, Savarkar's house was searched 
and in Bombay it could not have been done unless the police had 
some tangible proof of the complicity of Savarkar. Savarkar was a 
prominent Maharashtrian and Hindu Mahasabha leader and his 
arrest or search of his house was not going to be unnoticed by his 
fanatical followers and non-fanatical admirers which were hordes. 
So the police had to be very careful and circumspect. Mr. Nagarvala 
has deposed that if he was arrested before the murder there would 
have been a flare up in Maharashtra. 

24.99 There is a recital of something which is very significant, 
that is, when the police party went to search the house of Savarkar, 
he met the party in front of his room and asked them whether thev 
had come to arrest him in connection with Gandhi ji's murder. Of 
course, this is only a statement made and recorded in a police diary 
and, may not be admissible in evidence m a court of law but if it is 
true then it shows that Savarkar was all the time expecting to be 
arrested in connection with the murder, the reason for which is not 
indicated in the police diary. 

24.100 An interrogative questionnaire was issued to the Inspec- 
tor General of Police, Delhi, to which replies were given on affidavit. 
Naturally the statement is not and cannot be from personal know- 
ledge of anyone. It must necessarily be, as indeed it is, based on 
official records or whatever exists in official files after 2& years. In 
answer to question No. 6, the Inspector General of Police. Delhi, 
has stated that although Madanlal\ did not make a statement under 
section 164 Cr. P.C. he did make a statement before the oqlice which 
was recorded in diary No. 1 dated 20th January, 1948. The steps 
taken by the Delhi Police as a result of the statement are also con- 
tained therein, 
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24.101 In reply to question. No. 10 as to what document was 
taken by the two Delhi Police officers when they flew to Bombay 
on the 21st January, the reply is that as mentioned in the relevant 
case diary a note in English incorporating a precis of the statement 
of Madanlal before the police was handed over by Jaswant Singh 
to Mr. Nagarvala. Thus, the answers given by the Inspector General 
show that there was a statement of Madanlal recorded on the 20th 
January, 1948, a precis whereof was sent through Jaswant Singh 
and handed over to Mr. Nagarvala and that document is Ex. 5A. 
The case on this point is thus identical with that in Ex. 7, the note 
of Mr. Sanjevi. 

24.102 Now there are two statements purported to have been 
made by Madanlal to the Delhi Police as is disclosed by the police 
case diaries. The first one is Ex. 6 or Ex. 36 which was made on the 
20th January vide police diary No. 1 and the second is Ex. 1 which 
was made on the 24th January a copy of which was made available 
to Mr. Rana on the 25th. 

24.103 Mr. Kotwal has drawn the attention of the Commission 
to the difference in the contents of the two documents, Ex. 6 and 
Ex. 1, as reflected in Ex. 5A. And his submission is that that compa- 
rison of the three documents Ex. 6, Ex. 5A and Ex. 1, i.e., the alleged 
statement of Madanlal dated January 20, 1948, the document alle- 
gedly taken to Bombay and MadanlaFs police statement dated 
January 24, 1948, provides intrinsic evidence that Ex. 5 A is not a 
precis of Ex. 6 and is more that of Ex. 1 and therefore could not 
have been in existence on January 21st when Deputy Superintendent 
Jaswant Singh with Inspector Balklshan left for Bombay; and could, 
therefore, not have been taken by the two police officers. A compa- 
rison of the three documents shows the following difference — 

Page 29, top in Ex. 1— 

"Karkare, also proprietor of a hotel— Deccan Guest House" are 
not in Ex. 6 but they exist in Ex. 5 A and in Ex. 1. 

"Room No. 2" are not in Ex. 6 but they are in Ex. 1. Besides, 
in Ex. 6 the name of the Hotel is "Sharif Hotel" but in 
Ex. 1 it is "Sharif Hindu Hotel". That is so also in Ex. 5A 
which may perhaps be a minor discrepancy. 

The words "also clothes given for laundry through Ram Singh" 
are not in Ex. 6 but they are in Ex. 5- A and also in Ex. 1. 

"Rs, 15 for sewing charges of pent and for washing charges" 
are not in Ex. 6 but they are in Ex. 5-A. 

The name of "Sham Deshpande" is mentioned in Ex. 1 and 
in Ex. 5 A but not in Ex. 6. 

Page 38, middle of Ex. 1— 

"Going to Paharganj to get refugees to make noise in the 
meeting" appear in Ex. 1 and Ex. 5A but not in Ex. 6. 

Similarly, "Om Baba was brought to the Sabha by police" and 
"three Marathas came to the Sabha are not in Ex. 6 but 
are in Ex. 5 A. There is mention of Om Baba in Ex. 1 but 
none in Ex. 6. 
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Page 38, middle of Ex. 1— 

"On 20-1-1948 Karkare left at 6.00" is not in Ex. -6 but it Is 
in Ex. 1 and in Ex. 5A„ 

Page 40, middle of Ex. 1 — 

"Went in tonga with Karkare at 3.45 p.m." is not in Ex 6 
but they are in Ex 1 and also in -Ex. 5 A. 

24.104 A very much more important omission and that is inl 
Ex, 1 is the non-mentiom of the editor "Kashtriya" and "Agrani" 
(Maratha newspaper). In Ex. 1 at item No. 3 the description is Pro- 
prietor of "Rashtriya" newspaper but in the body of Ex. 1 the word 
used is "Hindu Rashtriya". There is no mention of the word "Agrani" 
in Ex. 1 which is longer and later statement nor does the descrip- 
tion in item 3 of Ex. 1 fit in with that of the editor of the "Rashtriya 5 
and the "Agrani" in Ex. 6 which would considerably impair the 
authenticity of Ex. 6. 

24.105 These omissions in Ex. 6 support Mr. KotwaFs contention 

that Ex. 5A is more like a -p reci s of Ex: - 1 tha,nj °$ Ex * 6t At this st ? g .? 
it would be pertinent to observe that one would have expected if 
the statement, Ex. 36 or Ex. 6, had been made and recorded as now 
deposed, a copy of it would have been taken by Jaswant Singh with 
him rather than merely a scrappy precis. It certainly is mor^e intelli- 
gible and informative than its purported precis Ex. 5A. Commission 
has been unable to discover from the evidence any reason why a 
copy of Ex 6 which was ready by midnight of January 20 should not 
have been taken by the police officers to' Bombay and a scrappy, 
sketchy with meagre identifying description of accused should have 
been flown across the skies and why that document contains more 
than what Ex. 6 contains and contains things which only Ex. 1 has 
and even what that document has not got e.g. editor of 'Agrani and 
Hindu Rashtriya". The former evidently became known after the 
assassination and the latter is in Ex. 1 but reference there is to 
proprietor and not the editor. 

24.106 Sub-Inspector Dasondha Singh, witness No. 14 has stated 
on oath that para 15 (Ex.36) of case diary No. 1 which is Madanlal s 
first statement was written by him and the statement was as shown 
in the diary He also stated that Jaswant Singh took a copy of the! 
statement in Urdu of that statement. If this is correct then there 
could be no reason for also taking Ex. 5A. And there was ample 
time to even get Ex. 36 or Ex. 6 translated into' English. Even with- 
out an English translation it could have been read out to Mr 
Nagarvala who had served in the Province of Sindh also without 
his having to solve a conundrum which Ex. 5A presented. 

Mr. Nagarvala, Wit. 83— 

24.107 Mr. Nagarvala, witness No. 83, has on the other hand 
stated that the two officers who came to see him at his office told 
him that they had come to arrest "Kirkeree", and Nagarvala said 
that he would give them all the help that they needed from him. 
They brought no letter of any kind nor any communication from 
any senior officer. They had a small slip of paper on which one or 
two words were scribed in Urdu. That is all that he saw; and when 
he was asked whether he had stated In any document or had men- 
tioned this to the Home Minister, Bombay, he said that whatever 
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he had brought out in his Crime Report dated 30-1-1948 is the sum 
and substance of all the information that he had collected in regard 
to the bomb case upto then, i.e., upto that date. And he repeated 
tnat officers brought no document of any kind whatever. Document 
Ex. 5A was shown to Mr. Nagarvala and he was asked if Deputy 
Superintendent Jaswant Singh brought it to him, and his reply was 
that he was seeing it for the first time. He emphasised that the 
Delhi Police officers had no other information to give him.. Their 
request was for arresting Karkare, even whose name they did not 
know properly, and he emphatically denied that any precis of the 
statement of Madanlal was brought to him nor did Bombay Home 
Minister give any instructions other than in regard to Karkare and 
Savarkar. In replly to a question by the Commission, Mr. Nagarvala 
said, "They had no documents excepting a small piece of paper on 
which they had something written in Urdu — one or two words 
written in Urdu". (The reference is to Jaswant Singh). Commission 
asked him again as to 1 Ex. 5A and he said that he was certain that 
they did not show it to him and that he had not seen this document 
before. All they wanted was the arrest of Karkare. 

24.108 The conversation as recorded in Ex. 3, i.e., diary No. 3-A, 
was read out to Mr. Nagarvala and he said that it never took place 
and as far as he was concerned, it might be a fake. 

C.R. Pradhan, Wit. 41— 

24.109 Another witness belonging to the Bombay Police whose 
statement is relevant is C.R, Pradhan who was at the time a Sub- 
Inspector. He staled that Mr. Nagarvala had told him that the 
Punjab officers had come for Karkare and he did say that they had 
not brought any document with them. If they had brought any such 
document, Mr. Nagarvala would have handed it over to him as he 
was assisting in the investigation. "I am hundred per cent sure that 
no paper was given to Mr. Nagarvala". 

24.110 The sum total of this evidence is this; Mr. Navargala has 
stated on oath that Ex. 5A was never shown to him. The two Superin- 
tendents of Police of Delhi, Rai Sahib Rikhikesh, witness No. 13, and 
Mr. Amar Nath Bhajtia, witness No. 17, have said that this was not 
the document which was sent to Bombay. As a matter of fact, Rai 
Sahib Rikhikesh had not seen this document before and whatever he 
wrote, was on a sheet of paper of half foolscap size and it was that 
sheet of paper which according to him was sent to Bombay and Ex. 
5 A is written on both sides of a full foolscap size sheet of paper. 

24.111 In the descriptive part of Ex. 36 (or Ex. 0) the name given 
is "the Rashtriya and Agrani" and persons designated is the editor 
though "Maharai" a manager of Rashtriya newspaper is also men- 
tioned in the body of the statement. In Ex. 1 which is the fuller state- 
ment made on the 24th January after a more vigorous and continuous 
interrogation the name of the paper is given as the "Hindu Rash- 
triya" and the person is described as proprietor of that paper. The 
word "editor" or his name is not there nor is the "Agrani" mentioned. 
As a matter of fact, the word "Agrani" was used by Nathuram Godse 
for the first time after his arrest and it was not used anywhere be- 
fore; because no one knew about it. It could not have been mentioned 
by Madanlal; it had ceased to exist m July or August 1947 before 
Madanlal went to Poona with Karkare, 
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^4112 On 4th Qf February, lU4[i, IVLnLinl;,! W aB l;ikm to Boffibtt 
and was examined tnere Dy uie Bombay i ratice. in his toJlg atatemeai 

he aid not use tire word "Agram". From all this Mr. Koiwul wani: 
tiie Commission to draw the., inference that the addition of the word 
* Agranr\ shows the falsity of both Ex, 5A and Ex. 6 or Ex. 36, 

24113 Mr, Kotwal submitted that even Ex, 244 which is a docu- 
ment dated 22-1-1948 on a blue sheet of paper and purports to have 
been sent to all the C.I.D. omcers and men in Delhi giving descrip- 
tion of the accused i s a .false document because of tne mention of 
"t/ie Agmn%\ This document is signed by Deputy Superintendent 
Kartar Singh of Delhi C. I. D, it was not before the Com- 
mission wnen that gentleman was examined and therefore 
he was not as&ed any ^question about this document. But this 
document cannot carry tne matter further and must share the fate 
of Ex. 6. Even. if it is not shown to be a false document, -it does not 
show that this information was conveyed to Bombay. Besides, it has 
the name of Apte which no one knew and it has many corrections in 
its description of the accused persons which are in some instances, 
quite contradictory of each other. And one description conforms to 
what was received from the Poona C.I.D. after the murder. Commis- 
sion considers it unnecessary to subject it to any further analysis on 
criticism and it will be enough to say that the document is not very 
helpful in determining the question whether Ex. 5A was taken to 
Bombay and shown to Mr. Nagarvala. A photostat copy is attached 
herewith and its very look -will show that it has little evidentiary 
value and is worthless. 

24114 Now there is a sharp conflict of testimony. Mr. Nagarvala 
has denied on oath that Ex, 5A was ever taken to Bombay or shown, 
to him. Inspector Balkishan's evidence, the Commission regrets to say^ 
is not of that quality that it could be of much assistance to the Com- 
mission. By remaining outside while his superior officer was having 
an interview with Mr. Nagarvala he has pleaded alibi and therefore 
he can have no personal knowledge. Otherwise too his testimony can-. 
not be said to be . characterised by those qualities which would make 
it useful 

24115 Fortunately there is some documentary evidence which 
can be determinative of this controversial question. This evidence 
consists of three documents of undoubted authenticity which is indi- 
cative of neither the name Hindu Rashtriya nor the name Agrani 
having been disclosed to Delhi Police on the 20th January by Madan- 
lal. These three documents are — 

(1) Special Report of the Superintendent of Police, New Delhi, 
under R. 2414 of the Punjab Police Rules. Ex. 84, 84A and 
84B. 

(2) Report of Mr. D. W. Mehra presented to the High Powered 
Committee on January 31st. or February 1, 1948. Ex. 10 or 
Ex. 10A. 

(3) Note of Mr. Sanjevi himself, Ex. 7B ? to the Home Ministry 
dated February 4, 1948. This document is referred to in his 
note Ex. 7 as having been sent as a covering 1 note to the Pri- 
vate Secretary to the Home Minister on February. 4, 1948, 
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24.1J.6( l ) The Special Report, Ex. 84 and 84A, bears the signa- 
ture of Superintendent Amar Nath Bhatia, Under Punjab Police 
Rules then applicable to Delhi and under R. 2414 and Items 13 and 
22 thereof the sending of this report was incumbent on the 
Superintendent of Police in cases of Explosive Substances Act. copy 
of the report is Ex. 84B, It purports to have been prepared on J anuary 
22 and the report sent out on the 26th from the office of D.I.G. The 
delays in sending out important documents was endemic in Govern- 
ment machinery in Delhi also. 

In para 2 of Ex. 84 all that is said is that one of the accused "is 
known as Karkare and the other is known as Maharaj..................... 

and four others whose names have not been disclosed by Madanlal 
came to Delhi". Now the omission of any reference to the "Hindu 
Rashtriya" or "the Agrani" is most significant because information re- 
quired to be sent under statutory rules and under the statutory duty 
of the Superintendent of Police, one should think, has to be complete 
and descriptive so as to enable the outside police -to apprehend the 
accused person or persons mentioned in the report or to immediately 
inform the senior police if the accused are within the jurisdiction of 
another police. One cannot treat statutory rules as merely procedural 
or just a formality to be complied with in form only without due 
care and caution. Mr. Amarnath Bhatia has stated that the special 
report was sent under his signatures and whatever was written therein 
was correct in the sense that it was taken from the case diaries of the 
investigation prepared, by the CXD. Copies of this special report were 
sent from the office of the D.I.G. to the various officers mentioned in 
that document. In cross-examination Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia admit- 
ted that the information contained in the report though drafted by 
subordinates must have been from official records, i.e., the case dia- 
ries of the bomb case. When an officer of the rank of a District Super- 
intendent of Police sends a special report required to be sent under 
statutory rules and it is collected from the case diaries, it would not 
without anything stronger to the contrary be stretching the law if it 
is presumed to be correct according to what was contained in the! 
case diaries. It is 'significant that in Ex. 84 and Ex. 84A, there is no 
mention of "Hindu Rashtriya" or "Agrani" nor of Poona or Bombay. 
Mr. Bhatia was specifically asked about the correctness of the special 
report and his reply was that he got the information regarding the ac- 
cused persons being Karkare, Maharaj, Madanlal and four others 
from the police diaries and he could not say why the words "Agram' 
or "Hindu Rashtriya" were not in the report. The case diary No. 1 
in paragraph 14 shows that District Superintendent of Police Amar! 
Nath Bhatia was present when Madanlal was interrogated on 20th 
January snd one should have thought that if the editor of the 
"Rashtriya" or the "Agrani" was mentioned by Madanlal on the very 
first occasion, it would not have escaped his attention at the time of 
the preparation of the special report even if his subordinates had 
failed to mention them in the information they gave. 

24117( 2 ) In Ex. 10 dated February 1, 1948, which was anne^cure 
VI to Mr. Sanjevi's note, Ex.. 7, Mr. D. W. Mehra, D.I.G., Delhi has 
given what was contained in the statement of Madanlal made on 20th 
January 1948. This, document was prepared by the D.LGr. Delhi tor 
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presentation to the High Powered Committee on February 1 or Jan 
uary 31, 1948, perhaps nothing could be higher and the Commission 
cannot ascribe casualness or ignorance or inefficiency in compiling it 
It says that in his statement Madanlal had named the following per- 
sons in the conspiracy to kill Mahatma Gandhi: — 

(1) Karkare, (2) Maharaj, (3) a Maratha of sallow complexion 

who generally keeps a muffler round his face and neck. 



Other three were — another Maratha, a 
Maratha. 



servant and another 



Thus, even when a note was being sent by the D.I.G Delhi Mr 
Mehra, to be presented to the High Powered Committee on February 
1, 1948, the editor or proprietor of the Agrani or of the Hindu Rashtra 
or of the Rashtriya is not mentioned, a most significant omission in- 
deed. 

24.118 O In Ex. 7B which is annexure VII to Mr. Sanjevi's note 
Ex. 7, and is dated February 4, 1948, all that is stated is that on the 
20th, late at night, Madanlal made a statement implicating six others 
of whom he knew the name of only one. In regard to two he gave 
vague description of their appearance. There is "nothing in Ex. 7B to 
show that Madanlal had stated anything further or that he had named 
or indicated that there was a person who was either editor or the 
proprietor of the "Agrani" or the "Hindu Kashtriya" of Poona or of 
any other place. 

24.119 Now if (this document Ex; 7B correctly represents what Mr. 
Sanjevi knew then it is destructive of the claim that besides Kakare, 
Madanlal had on the 20th disclosed the participation in the bomb 
throwing of the editor or proprietor or both of the Marathi newspapei 
the Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya. - 

24.120 Thus, we have two highest police officials of the Delhi 
Police giving information in two separate documents as to what had 
been stated by Madanlal in regard to his co-conspirators; in neither 
of these documents is there mention of the Agrani or the Hindu 
Rashtra. And they both refer to what Madanlal had stated to the 
police on 20th January 1948. 

D. W. Mehra, Wjife 23— 

24.121 As to how Ex, 10A came into existence is deposed to by 
Mr. D. W. Mehra, witness No. 23. He was asked how he came to send 
the note to the High Powered Committee when he was not directly 
incharge of the investigation. His reply was: — 

"I was directed by Mr. Sanjevi f on the telephone to get help of 
Bhatia or Rikhikesh and after getting the facts," prepare a 
note. This note was sent to Mr. Sanjevi who made certain 
corrections on it. It was retyped and sent.". 

When asked why no reference was made to the fuller statement of 
Madanlal, Ex. 1, Mr. Mehra's reply was that he got the facts from 
Bhatia and Rikhikesh and whatever they told him to be the state- 
ment of Madanlal he accepted that to be correct and on that basis 
dictated his note, Ex. 10. He did not know at Ithe time that 
a, fuller statement had been,) madei He also said that it 
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was correct that neither the Agrani nor the Hindu Rashtra was men- 
tioned in his note. That was because he had read no statement and 
whatever was given to him by the two Superintendents, he took to 
be correct. The following question and answer are, in the context, im- 
portant : — 

"Q. Would it be correct to infer from this that newspaper 
Agrani or Hindu Rashtra or their editors were never men- 
tioned by Madanlal) and it was afterwards that the fact 
was introduced? 

A. I cannot say anything because I had not seen the original 
statements. I took down the facts as given to me bv Mr. 
Bhaitia or Mr. Rikhikesh or both." 

So that if two Superintendents of Police in Delhi when required to 
give to their D.I.G. facts required to be presented to the highest in 
the land after scrutiny did not include the editor or proprietor of 
a highly aggressive and violently anti-Gandhi newspaper the Agrani 
or the Hindu Rashtra, it can fairly be inferred that there was no 
mention of it or of them in the case diaries of the Delhi Police. It 
can lead only to (two alternative conclusions of fact : — - 

(1) The name the Agrani had not been mentioned by Madanlal 
nor the Hindu Rashtriya. 

(2) The police were trying to avoid that name having been 
disclosed earlier because if it had been and no steps were 
taken to trace him then it would have been an admission 
of negligence simplicitar. 

24.122 Coming now to Ex. 7B, the covering note of Mr. Sanjevi 
dated February 4, 1948, it appears that this document also was based 
on the information which the police officers had given him. Natural- 
ly it is on the same lines as Ex. 10 or Ex. 10A. 

24.123 Ex. 7B and Ex. 10 or Ex. 10 A prove that neither Rai Sahib 
Rikhikesh nor Mr. Amar Nath Bhatia was aware after Madanlal's 
first statement of the name or existence of the "Agrani" or the 

' ''Hindu Rashtriya". This supports the contention that on the 20th 
January 1948 Madanlal could not have given out the names of the 
editor of the Agrani and the Hindu Rashtra. It may be mentioned 
that although Madanlal mentioned in his statement, Ex. 1, the proprie- 
tor of the "Hindu Rashtriya" he did not even there mention the name 
of "the Agrani". Nor did he mention the name in his long police state- 
ment made at Bombay which runs into 63 typed pages. It appeared 
for the first time in Godse's statement after his arrest on 30th Jan* 
uary when he was examined for two days by the police at Delhi up 
to February 1, 1948. It would not be unreasonable to infer therefore 
that MadanM did not know the name the Agarni and could not} 
have disclosed it in his first statement. Besides, in August 1947, the 
Agrani had ceased publication and had restarted suhnomine' the 
"Hindu Rashtra". It is more reasonable to conclude that Madanlal 
would not know the name the Agrani which had by then become 
defunct and would know its currenlt name if he knew the name 
at all. 

24.124 In the opinion of the Commission that seems to be a rea- 
sonable explanation for the omission of the name the Hindu Rashtra 
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or the Agrani from the Special Report, Ex. VA, from the report of Mr, 
D. W. Mehra, Ex. 10, and from the note of Mr. Sanjevi, Ex. 7B. They 
all must have had a common source, i.e., the police case diaries and 
evidently on January 20, 1948, the police did not have the name of 
either u the Hindu, Rashtriya" or (< the Agrani". 

24.125 To revert to Mr. Nagarvala, he stated before the Commis- 
sion that had he been told on the 22nd January 1948 that the editor 
and proprietor of the Hindu Rashtra or the Agrani was an associate 
of Madanlal, he would have sent a couple of his officers to Poona to 
contact the Poona Police because their addresses were available from 

his own records. (Exs. 198, 199 and 199A). His attention was drawn to 
the entry in the list of newspapers published in the Province of 
Bombay and he said that he was quite familiar with them as he was 
using the book frequently. 

24.126 Again Mr. Nagarvala, in his cross-examination by Mr. 
Kotwal, stated that he kept a note book in which he entered notes of 
the investigation which he conducted between the 21st and the 30th 
of January; and the names of the editor or the proprietor of the 
Agrani or the Hindu Rashtra were not there. He added in reply to a 
question by Commission:-^ 

"I would emphatically say that if I had come to knovv the names 
of the editor or the proprietor of the Agrani, there is no 
reason why I should not have taken' such action as was 
necessary as I took in respect of others, Ex. 5A had not 

been shown to me ..there was no reason why I should 

not have proceeded against them as I did against the 
others". 

He added that the names which the D.I.G. saw in his note book were 
not names which he learnt from Madanlal's statement. 

24.127 In corroboration of this statement, Mr. Kotwal relied on 
the statement of Mr. Rana, witness No. 3 and Mr. Rana's letter to Mr. 
Kamte, Ex. 30. In paras 5 and 6 of that letter he had said that he re- 
membered that in that note book of Nagarvala's the names of Badge 

arid Karkare were there for whose arrest Nagarvala had started 
making efforts since before January 25, 1948. But the names of Godse 
and Apte were not there. In that letter it was also mentioned that 
Rana met the Hotme Minister and told him that Nagarvala was on 
the right track and should continue on the same lines and that he 
also told the D.LB. the same thing. Mr. Rana as witness No. 3 stated— - 

"I can say that if Nagarvala knew or had been informed that 
one of the associates of Madanlal was the editor of a news- 
paper, that fact would have been mentioned in the diary." 

Mr. Morarji Desai, Wit. 96— 

24128 Mr. Morarji Desai was examined in this connection and 
he said that he could not recollect Nagarvala having mentioned to 
him about the 21 Punjabis and Maharashtrians with 20 workers under 
each one of them. Details were not conveyed to him. Although in- 
vestigation was under his (Mr. Morarji's) directions, the editor of the 
Agrani was not mentioned to him nor did Nagarvala tell him that the 
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Delhi Police officers had mentioned the editor of the Agrani as being 
one of the conspirators. 

"There was not even an inkling of Godse and Apte being in 

the conspiracy before the murder. I could not imagine 

that it had been committed by someone from Poona. I 
knew that the editor of the Agrani was Nathuram Godse. 

"Nagarvala never told me (Mr. Morarji Desai) that the Delhi 
Police officers who had come to Bombay had asked him to 
arrest the editor of the Agrani. If this name had been men- 
tioned, even the most incompetent man would have arrest- 
ed him. Nagarvala would have identified him at once if 
the name of the Agrani had been mentioned." 

Mr. Morarji Desai was again asked if the names of Godse and 
Apte were mentioned in the list in which the names of people like 
Somnath Kapur were mentioned. His answer was, No, because 
Nathuram Godse's and Apte's names had not even transpired at that 
stage." 

£4.129 In his (Nagarvala's) Crime Report, Ex. 185, page 1, it is 
stated that the Minister told him that Karkare and Madanlal had 
seen Savarkar immediately before their departure to Delhi and he 
had ordered him to apprehend and arrest Karkare who hailed from 
Ahmednagar and also to apprehend the associates of Madanlal and 
Karkare. / ■ 

24.130 The Crime Report also mentions about a suspicious look- 
ing person coming to the hotel, known as Arya Pathik Ashram, and 
it was decided to keep a watch on room No. 26. Mr. Lall seemed to 
suggest that N.D. Apte was staying in Room No. 30 and he was ignor- 
ed because the emphasis of Mr. Nagarvala's investigation was on 
Punjabis. To the extent of the emphasis Mr. Lall may not be wrong 
but his reference to N. D. Apte appears to be erroneous. He had shift- 
ed to the Elphinstone Hotel and was not there on the 25th night. 

24.131 If Nagarvala had known anything about the Agrani or the 
Hindu Rashtra, the Commission can see no reason why he would not 
have kept a watch on him as he was doing in the case of others 
though it proved abortive. 

24132 There is then Appendix E attached to the answers to the 
questionnaire issued to the Inspector General of Police, Delhi. This 
is an unsigned note of the Superintendent of Police, C.X.D., Delhi 
which says that after the arrest of Madanlal, investigation was taken 
over by Mr. A.N. Bhatia, Superintendent of Police, New Delhi. The 
interrogation of the accused was conducted by the local CJ.D. who 
had succeeded in finding out the details of the associates of Madanlal 
who hailed from Bonibay, Poona and Ahmednagar. He had given 
description of other co-accused without their names which he did not 
know himself excepting that of Karkare, and "Madanlal had clearly 
given out that two of them were the proprietor and editor of Hindu 
Rasfttra then known as Agrani. About the third, he had said that 
although a Maratha, he looked like a Sikh and gave his descriptions 
as well. This man was the owner of the 'Shastra Bhandar' at Poona. 
'C.l.. t ." This document then mentions that the accused stayed at the 
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Marina Hotel, Hindu Sharif Hotel and Hindu Mahasabha Bhav.m 
Room No. 3. The police searched Room No. 40 in Marina Hotel the 
same night and recovered a document. A search was conducted In 
Koom No. 3 of Hindu Mahasabha Bhavan but nothing incriminatiim 
was found there. In paragraph 4 of that document, it refers to the 
recovery of the clothes with the initials N.V.G. (Nathuram Vinayak 
Godse) and secret instructions were given to all the C.I.D. staff to 
keep a careful watch and arrest these persons and a fuller descrip- 
tion was given, as stated by Madanlal and not less than seven private 
sources were detailed to go to the airport, railway stations etc. 

24.133 The reference to N.V.G. and to Nathuram Godse is indi- 
cative of the instructions being of a date later than the murder be- 
cause no one knew of that name before and even the initials N.V.G. 

were discovered on 23rd at about 11 A.M. 

24.134 It is unfortunate that a document like Annexure E was 
produced at a late stage when the witnesses relevent to those docu- 
ments had already been examined not once but more than once and 
therefore they could not be asked to comment upon them or be 
examined in regard to them. 

24.135 This note appears to have a great deal of similarity to 
what is contained in Ex. 7, Mr. Sanjevi's note, and could well be the 
basis of that note and whatever is said about note 7 would apply 
equally to this note. Reference has already been made to Mr. Mehra's 
note, Ex. 10A, and to Mr. Sanjevi's note, Ex. 7B. It is not necessary 
to repeat what was contained therein except to say that neither of 
these documents, although they were written so many days after 
the bomb incident and after the first and even the fuller statement of 
Madanlal had been recorded and were based on information given 
by the two Superintendents of Police, contained the name of" the 
"Agrani" or the "Hindu Rashtriya". 

24.136 In view of this, the Commission finds it difficult to place 
much reliance on an unsigned note which is more descriptive of 
associates of Madanlal than any other authentic document placed be- 
fore this Commission which came into existence upto the 4th Febr- 
uary 1948. 

24.137 A review of the evidence oral and documentary dealing 
with Ex. 5A does not establish that Ex. 5A was a precis of the first 
statement of Madanlal and the Commission is not satisfied that it 
was taken to Bombay or shown to Mr. Nagarvala. It is not proved to 
have been flown across the skies to Bombay, placed in Mr. Nagar- 
vala's hands and then brought back to Delhi to form part of the police 
case diary No. 3-B. 

24.138 To sum up, the evidence on the question of Ex. 5 A is as 
follows — 

, (1) The first police case diary dated January 20, 1948 which 
closed at midnight on that date was written by and depos- 
ed to by Inspector Dasondha Singh, witness No. 14. Para- 
graph 15 of this case diary purports to contain the state- 
ment of Madanlal wherein are mentioned the editor of the 
"Rashtriya and Agrani" Maratha newspaper and its mana- 
ger. 



(2) Diary Ex. 3-A wherein in para 3 reference is made to the 
precis of Madanlal's statement with the note of the Super- 
intendent of Police of New Delhi at its foot. It is also 
stated in that paragraph that verbally Mr. Nagarvala was 
told twice that Madanlal had named Karkare and had 
mentioned the editor of the Hindu Rashtriya newspaper 
and it was not known whether the editor belonged to Poo.na 
or the City of Bombay. 

(3) Ex. 5A itself is as mentioned in the case diary attached to 
the police case diary No. 3-A giving corroboration to the 
statement therein made that the document had been -at- 
tached to the diary. 

(4) Case diary No. 4-B wherein again it is stated that the ac- 
cused persons for whom the Delhi Police was looking were 
Karkare who belonged to Ahmednagar and was owner or 
the Deccan Guest House at Ahmednagar and was a Hindu 
Mahasabha leader and also the editor of the Agrani or the 
Hindu Rashtriya. 

(5) Inspector Balkishan, witness No. 12, although he has not 
specifically stated anything in regard to Ex. 5A and has 
pleaded alibi has stated that what he has written in the 
case diaries was dictated by Deputy Superintendent 
Jaswant Singh and he correctly took them down and must 
be taken to be correct, 

(6) Jaswant Singh was present when Madanlal was examined 
at the Parliament Street Police Station and even if he did 
not have Ex. 5A with him he could and would have given 
a resume of the statement of Madanlal and mentioned the 
editor provided Madanlal had named him/ But the diary 
does not give any details. 

(7) As against this there is the fact that Madanlal who was in 
terrogated for a long time by the C.I.D. officers did not 
mention the name of the Agrani in his fuller statement, 
Ex 1, nor in >his long statement which he made to the 
Bombay Police, when he was taken to Bombay on 4-2-1948 
and it extends over 63 typed pages. 

(8) The Agrani had become defunct in July, 1947 and had re- 
started under the name "The Hindu Rashtra" and it is un- 
likely that Madanlal would have known the name "the 
Agrani". 

(9) The statements of Inspector R.C. Bhatia and of Police Sup- 
erintendent A.N. Bhtatia do not support the story that the 
document Ex. 5 A could have been taken to Bombay. Super- 
intendent A.N. Bhatia was definite that the document was 
written for his use and was kept on his table and could not 
have been taken to Bombay. 

(10) "C.I.D. Superintendent of Police, Rai Sahib Rikhikesh has 
given a different story altogether, i.e., that he had written 
on a half foolscap size sheet of paper and that sheet he 
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gave to the police officers going to Bombay under muVi. 
and in the presence of Mr. Sanjevi and does ijot know A ha1 
has happened to it. 

(11) There is intrinsic evidence to show that Ex. 5A is not the 
precis of Madanlal's first statement, Ex. 6 or Ex. 36. A coin 
parison of Ex., 6 or Ex. -36, Ex. 1 and Ex. 5A shows that there 
are many facts stated in Ex. 5A which do not find place 
in Ex. 6 and are only in Ex. 1 and Ex. 1 was completed on 
the 24th January 1948. 

(12) Mr R.N. Bannerjee as witness No. 19 stated that- Mr. Sanjevi 
at the informal meeting of 31st January 1948 said that a 
copy of Madanlal's statement was taken to Bombay. Ex.7, 
however, mentions the sending of Ex. 5 A and not a full 
statement of MadanlaL A copy of Ex. 5A is annexure V 
a,nd is Ex, 5, 

(13) Inspector Dasondha Singh as witness No. 14 has stated that 
he gave to Jaswant Singh an. Urdu copy of paragraph 15 ofl 
case diary No. 1, Le., Ex. 36. But there is nothing stated in 
Jaswant Singh's first case diary, No. 2-B dated January 21, 
1948, as it should have been vide the statements of the two 
Superintendents of Police, of New Delhi and of C.LD. Delhi, 

(14) The Delhi Police officers left at about 4.00 p.m. Paragraph 
15 of diary No. 1 had, according to official records, been re- 
corded in the diary by 12 midnight of the previous day. - 
There was, therefore, plenty of time for a copy of the full 
statement contained in Ex. 36 being taken by the Delhi offi- 
cers. 

(15) There is a sharp conflict of testimony in regard to Ex. 5A 
Mr. J. D. Nagarvala who was Deputy Commissioner of 
Police has stated on oath that he had never seen Ex. 5A 
and whatever is contained in case diaries Nos. 3A and 4B 
might well be a fake. 

(16) There is no mention of the editor or proprietor of the news- 
paper Agrani or the Hindu Rashtra in the Crime Report of 
the Bombay Police officers. If the Bombay Police officers 
were looking for Karkare and Badge but neither of whomj 
could they arrest or detect, there seems to be no reason 
why they should have denied the Delhi Police officers 
telling them about the editor and proprietor of the Agrani 
and Hindu Rashtriya also. 

(17)' Mr. Rana, D.I.G., C.I.D., has stated on oath that he saw a 
small diary of Nagarvala in which the names of the' sus- 
pects of the bomb case were contained and they did not 
have the name of Godse or Apte or of editor or proprietor 
of the Agrani or Hindu Rashtra. This is further corrobo- 
rated by the correspondence which passed between Mr. 
Kamte, Inspector General of Police, Bornbav and Mr. 
Rana (Exs. 30—33), 
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(18) There are three important documents the authenticity of 
which is above reproach wherein neither the editor nor the! 
proprietor nor the manager of the Hindu Rashtriya or the 
Agrani or both of them put together were mentioned. 

One of them, the Special Report, was required under Statutory 
Rules to be furnished to officers mentioned in that rule., 
The Commission can see no reason why the principal archi- 
tect of the conspiracy, which the editor or proprietor of the 
Agrani or the Hindu Rashtriya was, should have been 
omitted in that document. The other two documents though 
no* required under any statutory rule were submitted to 
the highest in the land and one cannot imagine that they 
would not contain all the information which was available 
on the 20th January, 1948. 

(19) The Commission does not think that the production of Ex. 
244 which purports to be a direction given to the Delhi 
CI.D., officers to search for certain persons whose descrip- 
tions are contained therein can make any difference as to 
the taking or non-taking of the document Ex. 5A to Bombay. 
That document is full of contradictions and appears to be 
worthless on the very face of it. Reference has also been 
made to another document, Appendix 'E' of the affidavit of 
the Delhi Inspector General of Police to the interrogative 
questionnaire issued to him by the Commission. This is an 
unsigned note of the Superintendent of Police, C.I.D., Delhi. 
It is undated and it is not indicated as to why this note was 
prepared, nor was it put to Rai Sahib Rikhikesh when lie 
appeared as a witness. Besides, it has all the infirmities 
which have been pointed out in connection with Ex. 5 A 
and has many more. 

24.139 The Commission has, therefore, to balance the above evi- 
dence and to determine as to whether Ex. 5A was or was not taken 
to Bombay police officers by the Delhi Police officers and the infor- 
mation therein contained given to Mr. Nagarvala. The Commission) 
cannot overlook the fact that in support of Ex. 5A there are the police 
case diaries No. 1, 3 and 4-B which presumably were written on the 
dates they purport to have been written although even Mr. A.N. 
Bhatia the then Superintendent of Police of New Delhi has cast 
doubts' on Ex.3- A and 4-B having been written in Bombay. His state- 
ment was that they must have been written in Delhi and could not 
have been written 'in Bombay. And Mr. Rana in Ex.30 dated April 
15, 1948 when the matter must have been fresh in his mind had said 
Madanlal had made no statement upto 21st January. 

24 140 At the same time the Commission cannot lose sight of the 
importance of the three documents— (a) Ex. 84. 84-A and 84-B; (b) 
Ex 7-A 7B* and (c) Ex 10- A. These documents have been collective- 
ly described as three documents. They are of undoubted authenticity 
and they are so important that one finds it difficult to see why infor- 
mation of such ?reat importance as the mention of the editor pnd pro- 
prietor of the Aqram or the Hindu Rashtriya (Rashtra) should have 
been omitted therefrom. There is also the oral evidence of Inspector 
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5 a ™ n ? a ^ ing 5 !u at he did give an Urdu c °Py 0| the ^st itetemnl 

of Madanlal and the statement of Mr, R. N. Bannerjee which tends to 
the same conclusion. 

24.141 And what is of the utmost importance is the fact that 
&X. 5A contains many facts which are not contained in Ex 6 the state 
ment alleged to be made on the 20th January, but find a place in 
■Bid. 1, the fuller statement of Madanlal made on 24th January and 
by then, according to Delhi Police ease/Ex. 5A had been flown to 
Bombay and brought back. This fact is wholly destructive of Ex 5A 
being a precis of the first statement of Madanlal or its having been 
taken by Deputy Superintendent Jaswant Singh to Bombay when he 
24th e ° n JanUary 21 or havin § been brought back on the 

. 2 t M2 K A r ° m aU this " cannot be held t0 be P«>ved that the docu- 
ment Ex. 5A wa s m existence on 21st January or was taken to Bom- 
bay or to put it more simply, that any information in regard to the 
editor and proprietor of the Marathi newspaper the Agrani or Hindu 
BaltS WaS COnvG y ed t0 Bomba y Poli ^ by Jaswant Singh an3 
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CHAPTER XXV 

A 
INVESTIGATION IN BOMBAY 

25.1 In considering the investigation or inquiry by Bombay Police, 
the following facts have to be kept in view. 

25.2 The information by Professor Jain was given to Mr. Morarji 
Desai on the 21st which he "passed on to Mr. Nagarvala in the evening 
the same day and Mr. Nagarvala alerted his contacts and informers. 
Godse and Apte returned to Bombay on the 23rd January evening and 
stayed in various hotels under assumed names and left for Delhi by 
the Air-India plane on the 27th morning. During this period they went 
to Thana to hold confabulations with Karkare and Gopal Godse at 
the house of G.M. Josfai, and at the railway station platform. There- 
fore, they were in Bombay for about three and a half days. V.R. 
Karkare reached Thana from Delhi on the morning of the 26th and 
left Bombay Central for Delhi by) the Frontier Mail on the 27th. Ac- 
cording to evidence, he was in Greater Bombay for three hours. The 
rest of the time he was most probably at Joshi's house at Thana. 
Gopal Godse,^ after leaving Delhi on the 21st morning, went straight 
to Poona and was there excepting for a visit to Thana and Bombay 
for a short time in between. Evidence shows that h e was in Greater 
Bombay for about 6 hours Badge and Kistayya left Delhi on the 20th 
and went straight to Poona reaching there on the 22nd and they never 
returned to "Greater Bombay of their own accord. When judging the 
performance of the Bombay Police, these facts have to be taken into 
consideration. 

25.3 In between the period from- 22nd to the 30th two things hap- 
pened Two Delhi police officers came to arrest Karkare and to seek 
the aid of Mr. Nagarvala. It is controversial between Delhi police ana 
Bombay police as to what information they had and what informa- 
tion they gave. There is no doubt that they knew about Karkare be- 
cause they wanted to arrest him. The police diaries are vague in re- 
gard to ttie information they gave to Mr. Nagarvala except that they 
handed over to him Ex, 5A of which, a note was kept by Mr. Nagarvala 
which fact is denied by Mr. Nagarvala. The second fact is that Mr. 
1 H Rana reached Bombay on the 27th evening. He had with him the 
fuller statement of Madstfilal, Ex. 1, which amongst other things made 
mention of the proprietor of the "Hindu Rashtriya" as one of the con- 
spirators Both Mr. Rana and Mr. Nagarvala say that Mr. Nagarvala 
did not read this statement. To say the least, this was rather a surpris- 
ing conduct because if Mr. Nagarvala was even making an Inquiry the 
information which was contained in Ex. 1 should have been of the 
greatest importance to him. 

Information given to Mr. Nagarvala by Morarji Desai 

25 4 What information #as conveyed to Mr. Nagarvala, the Deputy 
Commissioner of Police of Bombay, by Mr. Morarji Desai must neces- 
sarily defend upon what information he himself got from Professor 
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Jafin and on what information Professor Jain in 
from Madanlal. 



his turn received 



25.5 Professor Jain was P.W. 67 at the trial and what Madanlal 
told him was deposed to by him in the trial court and before the Com- 
mission when he appeared as witness No. 27. Professor Jain in court 
said that Madanlal had told him that the Seth, named Karkare, was 
financing him, that a party had been formed at Ahmednagar which 
also Karkare was financing and that that party was collecting arms 
and ammunition which had been dumped in a jungle. H e also told 
him that Vir Savarkar knowing about his exploits had called him, 
patted him on his back and had said, "carry on"; and that it was that 
party which had plotted against the life of Mahatma Gandhi. 

25.6 Before the Commission, Professor Jain's statement on this 
point was that Madanlal had told him that there was a conspiracy to 
murder and when he (Prof. Jain) asked him who was to be murdered, 
Madanlal named Mahatma Gandhi which left him flabbergasted. He 
also told him that Karkare was financing. the party which had been 
formed at Ahmednagar and a dump of arms and ammunition had been 
collected and hidden in a jungle but Madanlal could not say where 
that jungle was as he was taken there blindfolded. Madanlal further 
told him that he was going to throw a bomb which would cause a 
confusion and Gandhiji would be overpowered. 

25.7 Evidence given both by Prof. Jain and by Mr. Morarji 
Desai as to the information given by Madanlal to Prof. Jain and by 
Prof. Jain to Mr. Morarji Desai. As said above they have given their 
respective accounts before the Court at the trial and before the 
Commission. 

25.8 Prof. Jain in Court said that he met Mr. B.G. Kher at the 
Secretariat and then the Home Minister Mr. Morarji Desai. "I then 
told them everything what I knew about Madanlal". Before the Com- 
mission his Statement was that he saw Mr. Kher in his office and nar- 
rated the whole thing to him. Then Mr. Kher left and put him (Jain) 
in contact with Mr. Morarji Desai the Home Minister. "Mr. Morarji 
Desai listened to my story. I suggested to him that as Madanlal had 
been arrested, I should be sent to Delhi tl) talk to Madanlal and then 

I would try to get the whole story froin him...... I told him that 

excepting Karkare, Madanlal had not given me any other names. 

Madanlal had said that he did not know other names. Madanlal 

disclosed to me that there was a place where the arms had been kept 

and the place was guarded by some Sikh, a man having a beard 

Madanlal had also told me that he was taken to that place blindfolded' 
I narrated all this to Mr. Morarji Desai". He added that he realised 
that the man must have been Badge because he looked like a Sikh. 

25.9 Mr. Morarji Desai at the trial stated as P.W. 78 that at about 
4.00 P.M. on 21s* January , 1948 Mr. -Kher sent for him and introduced 
him to Prof. Jain. Prof. Jain then told him his story. He said' that 
Madanlal had left Bombay for Delhi about 3 or 4 days before the ex- 
plosion: that before leaving for Delhi Madanlal had discussions with 
him and had told him that he and his friends had decided to take the 
life of a great leader. When pressed, he gave the name of Mahatma • 
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Gandhi. He also named Karkare as. the person with whom he was 
working at Ahmednagar. Jain further said that Madanlal had told 
him about his visit to Savarkar and also that there was a dump of 
arms and ammunition and explosives at Ahmednagar, and that some 
explosives were stored at Poona. Prof. Jain further said that Madanlal 
had told him that he and his companions were going to Delhi to 
achieve their objective. After hearing this narrative Mr. Morarji Desai 
called Nagarvala but he could not come immediately and at th e Central 
Railway Station the same evening at 8.15 he gave the whole narrative 
to Nagarvala and asked him to arrest Karkare and to keep a close 
watch on Savarkar's house. He met Sardar Patel at Ahmedabad the 
following day and gave him the information which Jain had conveyed 
to him. 

25.10 Before this Commission Mr. Morarji Desai was witness No. 
96. His statement was the same because his statement in court was 
admitted and: made a part of his testimony before the Commission. 

; He also said that he was anxious to give the information to Sardar 
IPatel and specifically went to Ahmedabad for the purpose, as also 
^because Sardar had to lay the foundation stone of some building. 

25.11 To Nagarvala Mr. Desai gave the whole story but did not 
ask him to arrest Savarkar because there was no 'evidence against him. 
;"I had a yery strong feeling", he said, "that Savarkar was behind the 
conspiracy and that is the reason why I asked his house to be parti- 
cularly watched". Mr. Morarji De'siai considered the story of Jain to- 
be genuine. Jain was in a nervous state because he was feeling guilty 
in his mind that he had not informed the authorities earlier. "If Prof. 
Jain had told us earlier it would have been easy for us to have trailed 
Madanlal, Karkare and Savarkar and from, that it was possible to find 
the others". Prof Jain did not say anything about the intentions of 
these persons to kidnap Mahatma Gandhi and so the first time that 
they came to know about the kidnapping theory was when the police 
officers were asked to give their explanations in November, 1949 after 

' the strictures passed by Judge Atma Charan. 

25.12 Thus, we have the whole story of what Madanlal told Prof, 
Jain and what Prof, Jain related to Mr. Morarji Desai who in turn 
gave the whole story to Nagarvala. 

25.13 It was argued by Mr. Kotwal that if these were the facts, i.e. 
Madanlal and Karkare were from Ahmednagar, dump of arms was also 
at Ahmednagar^ the proper person to be informed of these facts and 
proper person who should have been asked to take action would be Mr, 
Kamte,~the Inspector General of Police and not Mr. Nagarvala because 
Mr. Kamte's jurisdiction extended over the whole of the Province of 
Bombay and Mr. Nagarvala's was confined to only within the City of 
Borribay and because Mr. Nagarvala could not have taken any action 
in regard to the conspiracy which was formed outside the city of Bom- 
bav i.e. at Ahmednagar. Further, Mr. Morarji Desai had, put fetters 
on Mr, Nagarvala not to disclose these facts to other officers and he 
himself did not disclose to Nagavala the name of his informant. 
But. this argument loses sight of the fact that there was the name of 
Savarkar who was at the base of the whole: conspiracy and Mr, 
Morarji Desai had a strong feeling that Savarkar was behind the con- 

ppiracv and that was the reason why he asked SayarKaf s house to be 



